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BUSINESS MEETING 


THURSDAY, MAY 18, 2016 

U.S. Senate 

Committee on Environment and Public Works 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:39 a.m. in room 406, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. James Inhofe (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators Inhofe, Boxer, Barrasso, Capita, Crapo, 
Boozman, Wicker, Fischer, Rounds, Sullivan, Carper, Cardin, 
Whitehouse, Merkley, Gillibrand, Booker and Markey. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. INHOFE, 

U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

Senator Inhofe. The meeting will come to order. 

Today, the Environment and Public Works demonstrates once 
again that we are working to get things done. At the conclusion of 
my opening statement, I am going to brag a little bit on what all 
we have gotten done, because we are the committee that does 
things. 

I am pleased we were able to reach a great bipartisan com- 
promise on the Nuclear Energy Innovation and Modernization Act. 
After all, innovation has come to the nuclear industry. There are 
many new companies, nuclear startups, in fact, that are pursuing 
concepts that advance safety and so forth. 

You know what I think I will do? I am going to submit this for 
the record because everybody knows what it is in it. 

Anyway, we have several bills today. I want to say something 
about our Committee, and I say this really on behalf of Senator 
Boxer and myself. We have, as Majority, and I am sure when you 
were Majority you did the same thing, have weekly meetings of the 
chairmen of the committees. When it gets around to my turn I al- 
ways say now we will hear from the committee that gets things 
done, unlike the other committees. 

In this Committee, we have the 5-year surface transportation 
bill, first one since 1988; water research, the WRDA bill; a bill that 
we are going to be doing today, chemical safety; Water Resources 
Research Amendments; the Grassroots Rural and Small Commu- 
nity Water Systems Assistance Act; National Estuary Program, 
and that was by Whitehouse and Vitter, do we have broad extreme 
support on all ends on these bills; the Great Lakes Restoration Ini- 
tiative; Long Island Sound Restoration; Lake Tahoe Restoration; 
Kennedy Center reauthorization; multiple namings after different 
leaders; regulatory relief bills; consideration of nearly 100 GSAs. 

( 1 ) 
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Anyway, it comes down to about 31 total that we have done in 
this Committee alone, so I want to say to my friends on the Com- 
mittee, on the Democrat side and the Republican side, that you are 
doing great work, and better work that any of the other committees 
are doing. 

With that, I will turn it over to Senator Boxer. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BARBARA BOXER, 

U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Senator Boxer. Mr. Chairman, I agree with that. I am grateful 
to members on both sides. And I think that our friendship has been 
very important. We know what we can’t do and we know what we 
can do. If there were bumper strips that each committee had, ours 
would say “EPW: The Committee That Does,” because we do well. 
Now, I wish we could do a little bit more given, should I dare say 
it, climate change, but since that is not an area where we can work 
together, we have made up for it in other areas. 

Senator Inhofe. It kind of creeps into every statement. But that 
is fine. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Boxer. I told you I would not say climate change. 

Senator Inhofe. Well, you did say it. 

Senator Boxer. In any event, I do want to thank you so much 
for this markup today. Senator Carper’s Diesel Emissions Reduc- 
tion Act of 2016 will reauthorize the enormously successful DERA 
program. 

Senator Inhofe. Which is another demonstration of working to- 
gether. 

Senator Boxer. His and yours. 

It provides grants to reduce air pollution by retrofitting or replac- 
ing diesel equipment. This program has delivered, and I think it 
is important that we note this, it has delivered an estimated $12.6 
billion in health benefits and saved countless lives. That is what 
we can do in this Committee. 

I am proud, also, to be a co-sponsor of the Brownfields Utiliza- 
tion, Investment and Local Development Act, called the BUILD 
Act. This legislation reauthorizes EPA’s brownfields program, 
which helps revitalize communities with contaminated waste sites. 
It is estimated that there are more than 450,000 brownfields in the 
U.S. 

So when we cleanup and reinvest in these properties, we increase 
local tax bases, we facilitate job growth, and we allow redevelop- 
ment of formerly contaminated lands. And I remember when we 
first did this brownfields bill, it is really a landmark bill; it adds 
to the other landmark bills that this Committee is known for. 

We will also consider a bill introduced by Senators Carper, Book- 
er, and Gillibrand to help restore the Delaware River Basin, and 
a bill to authorize a program at the Corps to hire veterans to assist 
with historic preservation activities. I strongly support these bills. 

Today’s agenda also includes a bill to encourage development and 
approval of advanced nuclear reactors, and to reform the NRC’s fee 
structure. I had significant concerns with the introduced bill, which 
would have reduced transparency during the approval process for 
new nuclear reactors and limited the ability of NRC to collect the 
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fees necessary to carry out its oversight responsibilities. I appre- 
ciate the work by several Senators on the manager’s amendment 
that we will consider. This amendment addresses some of the most 
serious concerns in the introduced bill; however, I believe there is 
more work to be done on this bill and I look forward to working 
with the bill’s sponsors as this legislation moves forward. 

So, with that, I look forward to today’s markup. 

Senator Inhofe. That is great. Senator Boxer. I think we are all 
looking forward to the Oklahoma City Thunder defeating Golden 
State tonight, so we have a lot to look forward to, don’t we? 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Boxer. The Committee stands adjourned. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Boxer. You know, the last ones who bragged about that 
lost games two, three, and four, so watch out. 

Senator Inhofe. Oddly enough, we do have 11 here, we have a 
quorum. This can be a very quick meeting, and I hope that you will 
stay. We do need 11 for passage of either legislation or to be re- 
ported out. We need 7 to approve amendments, but we really don’t 
have very many amendments down here. 

So we are going to start with the consideration of a list of bipar- 
tisan bills. We are going to begin with S. 2795, the Nuclear Energy 
Innovation and Modernization Act. That is probably the one that 
drew the most attention here. So, to begin with, I am going to call 
up the manager’s substitute package, which was circulated already 
and everyone has had access to it. This substitute will be consid- 
ered the original text for the purpose of the amendment. This is a 
bipartisan package of amendments to S. 2795, co-sponsored by Sen- 
ators Crapo, Whitehouse, Booker, Carper, and Markey, that incor- 
porates several bipartisan modifications negotiated with these Sen- 
ators on the NRC fees, modernizing NRC procedures, and the feasi- 
bility of extending the duration of the uranium recovery licenses, 
which is important to Senator Barrasso and several others. 

[The text of the manager’s substitute amendment to S. 2795 of- 
fered by Senator Inhofe follows:] 



4 


Nuclear Energy Innovation and Modernization Act, Managers' Amendment in the Nature of a 
Substitute by Sens. Inhofe, Crapo, Booker, Carper, and Whitehouse, #1; 

fwc r 

This amendment increases additional flexibility to the fee recovery provrfsions irtcwding a one-year 
waiver of the annual fee cap. It also modifies the reporting requirements to be less burdensome, lastly, 
it requires the Commission to report on the feasibility of increasing the duration of uranium recovery 
licenses. 
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S.L.C’. 


IbMSYn AH 10=55 


MIENDMENTNO. Calendar N().__ 

Pui’])ose: III the nature of a sailistitnte. 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES— 114th Cong., 2d Sess. 

S.2795 

To modernize tlu! reonlation of unclear cnerg}^ 

Referred to the (committee on and 

orflered to be jn'inted 

Ordered to lie on tlie tabk; and to be printed 

ilMEKDAfENT In THE Natuke OF A St:pstitute intended 
to be pro|)osed by Mr. Intiofb (for himself, Mr. CliAPO, 
Mr. Booker, Mr. Carper, and Mr. Wiiitrtiouse) 

W\A.r 

Viz: } 

1 Strike all after the enacting clan.se and in-sert tlic tbl- 

2 lowing: 

3 section 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the “Nuclear Energ;^^ Inno- 

5 vation and Modernization Act”. 

6 SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

7 Congress finds that. — 

8 (1) the safe and secure operation of nuclear re- 

9 actors in the ITiiited States must remain the para- 

10 mount focus of the Nuclear Rcgidatory Commission; 

11 (2) the existing fleet of nuclear reactors in the 
United States is operating safely and s(?curely; 


12 
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JAei«fi14 B.L.C. 

2 

1 (3) imclear eiiei^" is the largt'st soitrec of af- 

2 fordable, reliable, emissions-free energy in the 

3 United States, pwnlding' approximately 20 percent 

4 of the electricity consumed in the United States and 

5 60 percent of cmissioiis-free electricity generation in 

6 the United States; 

7 (4) a 1,000-mcg'awatt nuelcai' plant. — 

8 (A) [nmades. approximately 500 ]>erraanent 

9 jobs; 

10 (B) ])ays approximately $40,000,000 amin- 

1 1 ally in lA'ag'cs; 

12 ((.0 generates approximately $470,000,000 

13 aiuuially in goods and sendees in the local com- 

14 munitv; and 

15 (D) i)a 4 ’s aiiproximately $83,000,000 anmi- 

1.6 ally in Federal, State, and local taxes; 

17 (5) nuclt'fU' energy is of critical importance to 

18 United States energy'' security and workhride influ- 

19 enee on nonproliferation; 

20 (6) nuclear cnci'g^’^ uses widely amilable ftiel re- 

21 sotnx*es to enable scientific imogress, emissions-free 

22 and reliable electricity generation, iieat generation 

23 for industrial applications, and powyr for deep space 
exploration; 


24 
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JACKifiH S-L-d 

3 

1 (7) tlic private sector, the National Laboia- 

2 toi'ies (as (lefined in soetioii 2 of the Energy Policy 

3 Act of 2005 (42 U.S.Ch 15801)), and institutions of 

4 highei' education ai'c jnn-suing innovations in nuclear 

5 energy techiiolog;^^ that will ])lay a crucial role in — 

6 (A) the future global and United States 

7 ciicrg?’ supply; and 

8 (B) the cx|)oi-ts, mannfacturiiig, and ecoii- 

9 omy of the ITnited States; 

10 (8) eventual dopkmnent of coinraeix'ial ad- 

1 1 Miiieed nuelcav reactors Avill require — 

12 (A) modcnhzing the regulatoiy framework; 

13 and 

14 (B) making other necessary changes to fa- 

15 eilitate the efficient, predictable, and affordable 

16 deplo.^nncnt of advanced nuclear reactor tceh- 

17 nologies; 

18 (9) 2 im|X’diments to the commercialization of 

19 advanced nuclear reactors are the high costs and 

20 long durations associated with apphdng the existing 

21 nuclear regxilatoiy framework to advanced nuclear 

22 reactors; 

23 (10) license application reviews slioukl be as 

24 predictable and efrtcieut as practicable uathout com- 
promising safety or secmiifr; 


25 
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JACUiBH H.b-C. 

4 

1 (11) the dm'lopmciit of advanced iraelear reae- 

2 toi-H would benefit from the early identification of 

3 l)olicy issues tor timely consideration and resolution 

4 by the (loramissiou to improve the efficient develop- 

5 ment of designs as well as preparing for design re- 

6 rdew and licensing; 

7 (12) the existing iraelear regulatoiy fraintvwork 

8 and the requirements of that framework have not 

9 adapted to advances in scientific understanding or 

10 the features and performance characteristics of ad- 

1 1 vanced nuclear reactor designs; 

12 (18) the existing unclear reactor licensing proc- 

13 ess does not provide iterative feedback to manage 

14 risk as needed for tjiiieal technology dexylopinent 

15 and investment cycles; 

16 (14) a staged licensing structure that provides 

17 eleai‘ and periodic feedback to applicants on an 

18 agi'ced schedule will help to enable the eonuner- 

19 cialization of safer and innovative teclmologics that 

20 will benefit the economy, national security, and eim- 

21 roument of the ITnited States; 

22 (IS) a tcchnolog3'’-inclusive (lommission regu- 

23 latoiy framework uill — 

24 (A) allow gi'catev technological imiovation; 


25 


and 
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-JACKiBH S.Ij.C. 

5 

1 (B) enable inventors, scientists, engineers, 

2 and students to jnirsnc licensing' advanced reac- 

3 tor concepts; 

4 (16) further prc]nu-ation 1);^’' the Gominission of 

5 the research and tost reactor licensing process vill 

6 enable the (bmnussion to moi'e efficiently process 

7 a]}|)lications for research and test reactors when the 

8 applications are received; 

9 (17) it is incumbent on the Commission — 

10 (A) to budged appropriate resources to uii- 

11 dertake an active role in design familiarization 

12 actiritios with potential applicants vith ad- 

13 vancod reactor designs; 

14 (B) to budgc't for adct(iiatc resources to 

15 condnet licensing reriews and other work re- 

16 ({nested by licensees and apjjlicants; and 

17 (V) to {H'eserve those budgeted fluids to 

18 ensure responsiveness to licensees and appli- 

19 ('ants in recognition of the dependence of the li- 

20 censees and applicants on Commission approval 

21 before the benefits of the tcehnologA'^ of the li- 

22 censecs and applicants can be realized; and 

23 (18) both prospective advanced nnclear reactor 

24 applicants and the existing fleet of nnelcar reactors 

25 in the United States would benefit from modernizing 
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JACI 1)614 S.L.C. 
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1 tlio outdated fee I'ceoi’ei^' structure of the Commis- 

2 sioii to better niiiiiage flnctuatious in workload and 

3 the muuber of licensees in a fair and equitable mau- 

4 ner. 

5 SEC. S. PURPOSE. 

6 The ])xupose of thi.s Act is to pro^'ide — 

7 (1) a proip-am to develop the ex|jertise and reg- 

8 uliitoiy processes neeessaiy to allow innovation and 

9 the couimcreialization of adwanecd nuclear reactors; 

10 and 

11 (2) a revised fee rceoveiy stractuiv to ensure 

12 the availability of resources to meet, industry needs 

13 without burdening existing licen.sees unfairly for in- 

14 aceurate workloa<l projections or premature existing 

15 reactor closures. 

16 SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

17 In this Act; 

18 tl) Advanded nuclear reactor. — The term 

19 “ad'i'aneed uucleai* reactor” mean.s a nuclear fission 

20 or fusion reactor, including a prototyiie plant {as de- 

21 fined in sections 50.2 and 52.1 of title 10, Code of 

22 Federal Regulations), with significant imprmAunents 

23 compared to commercial nuclear reaetor.s under eon- 

24 stimetion as of the chite of enactment of this Act, in- 
cluding im])rovements such as— 


25 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
2 ! 
22 

23 

24 


(A) additional inherent safety features; 

(B) signifieaiitly lower levelizod eost of 
eleetiicity; 

(O) lower waste jiclds; 

(D) p’eatcr fuel utilization; 

(E) enlianecd reliability; 

(P) increased proliferation resistance; 

((t) increased thennal effieiemw; or 

(H) ability to integrate into clcctrie and 
nonelectric apidicatious , 

(2) Agreement state. — The term “Agree- 
ment State” means any State mth -which the Coni- 
nii.s.sion has enteied into an effective agreement 
under section 274 b. of the Atomic Energy xVet of 
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2021(b)). 

(3) Applicjant. — The term “applicant” means 
an applicant for a license, certification, pemiit, or 
other form of approval from die Commission for a 
conirncrcifil adiruieed mielear reactor or a research 
and test reactor. 

(4) Appropriate cxinoressionae gommit- 
TBEK. — The term “appropriate congressional cora- 
inittee.s” means the Committee on Erarronment and 
Publie Works of the Senate and tl»e Committee on 
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a 

1 Energy aiid Conimereo of tlie House of Representa- 

2 fives. 

3 (5) COMMISBIOX. — ^"fhe term “Commission” 

4 means the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 

5 (6) COIIPOIUTE RITPPORT POSTB.— The term 

6 “corporate suiipoit costs” means expenditures for 

7 ae<iuisitioiis, aclmini-strative sen-ices, financial man- 

8 agenieiit, human resource mainig-eniciit, iufornmtiou 

9 mauagcmient, infoi-ination teehnoiogy, policy support, 

10 outixnieh, and tmining, as those categories are de- 
ll scribed and ealcnlated in Appoidix A of the Oon- 

12 gn>ssional Budgid Justification tor Pi.scal Year 2017 

13 of the Commission. 

14 (7) LiCBNBiyo PRO,JEt'T PLAX.— The term “li- 

15 censing project plan” means a plan that describes — 

16 (A) the interactions between an applicant 

17 and the Commission; and 

18 (B) iJi-ojeet schedules and dcliwrables in 

19 specific detail to sup])ort long-range resource 

20 planning undertaken by the Commi.ssion and an 

21 applicant. 

22 (8) RPAilTLATORV FRAMEWORK. — The term 

23 

24 


25 


“regulatory fraraenvork” means the framework for 
revknring retpests for ecrtification.s, permits, ap- 
provals, and licenses for nuclear power plant.?. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


{9} Requested ACTraTY op the commis- 
sion.— The term “reciuestcd acthity of the Commis- 
sion” lueaiis — 

(A) the processing' of applications for— 

(i) design ceitifieations or approvals; 

(ii) limisc.s; 

(iii) permits; 

(iv) license anicnchneut,s; 

(v) license renewal.s; 

{\i) certificates of compliance; and 
(vii) power nprates; and 

(B) any otlier actiinty re<iuested by a li- 
censee or applicant. 

(10) Research and test reactor. — 

(A) In- oexeraTj.— The term “research 
and test reactor” means a reactor that — 

(i) fells within the licen.sing and re- 
lated rcgulatoiy authority of the Commis- 
sion nndcr section 202 of the Energ;i^ Reor- 
ganization Act of 1974 {42 U.S.C. 5842); 
and 

(ii) is nscfel in the conduct of re- 


25 


seaivh and development acthdties as li- 
censed under section 104 c. of the Atomic 
Energy Act (42 U.aC. 2134(c)). 
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1 (B) Exciluhton. — -T he terra “researdi and 

2 lest reactor” does not incta<le a eommercial ad- 

3 vanc'cd unclear ix'aetor. 

4 (11) Standard dkhkjn apfrotal. — T lie tenn 

5 “standard design approval” means the appwmil of a 

6 final standard design or a major ]>ortioii of a final 

7 design standa>xi as descrilx'd in snbpart E of pai't 

8 52 of title 10, (lode of Federal Regidations. 

9 (12) ^STATKMR^'T OP LK'ENBIND PT3ARI- 

10 TsiLri'Y. — The term “statement of liceixsing fcasi- 

11 T)ilitv'’ means an early-stago rc^^ew by the Commis- 

12 sion that — 

13 (A) assesses preliminary design informa- 

14 lion for eonsistoney with applicable rcgtilatoiy 

15 reqnirements of the {.■oimnission; 

16 (B) is iiciforiiied on a set of to[)ic* areas 

17 agreed to in the licensing jiroject plan; and 

18 ( 0 ) is performed at a cost and schedule 

19 iigi’eed to in the licensing j)roject plan. 

20 (13) TECTINOUXiY-IXCTA’HrVE RBGIXATORY 

21 PRAMPAYORK. — The term “technolo|jjMiicliisive regii- 

22 latory framework” means a regulatory ft-amework 

23 developed using methods of evaluation that arc tloxi- 

24 ble and ijracticable for application to a variety of re- 
actor technologies, including-, where* appropriate, the 


25 
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S-L.C. 


11 

1 use of risk-informed and performanec-hased teeh- 

2 nicincs and otlicr tools and methods. 

3 (14) Topical report. — T he term “topical re- 

4 port” means a document submitted to the Commis- 

5 sioii that addresses a technical topic related to nn- 

6 clear jiowcr plant safety or design. 

7 SEC, 5. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION USEE PEES 

8 AND ANNUAL CHARGES THROUGH FISCAL 

9 YEAR 2018. 

10 (a) Ix Gex'EIIAL, — S ection 6101(c)(2)(A) of the Om- 

11 nibus Budget Reeoiieiliation Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 

12 2214(e)(2)(A)) is amended— 

13 (1) in clause (iii), by striking “and” at the end; 

14 (2) ill clause (iv), by striking the period at the 

15 end and inseitiug and”; and 

16 (3) by adding at the end tlie follouang: 

17 “(v) amounts ap|)ropriated to the 

18 Commission for the fiscal year for aetivi- 

19 ties related to the dm'elopment of a regii- 

20 laton' framework for advanced unclear re- 

21 actoi' technologies, inehidiug activities re- 

22 qnired under section 7 of the Nuclear En- 
ergy Innovation and Modernization Act.”. 


23 
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.lAClKfil-l H.L.t'. 

12 

1 (b) Repeal. — ^Effective October 1, 2018, section 

2 6101 of tlic Oinuiinis Bndget Reeoueiiiatioii Act of 1990 

3 (42 Tl.S.d 2214) is repealed. 

4 SEC. 6. NUCLEAH REGULATORY COMMISSION USER FEES 

5 AND ANNUAL CHARGES FOR FISCAL YEAR 

6 2019 AND EACH FISCAL YEAR THEREAFTER. 

7 (a) ..tLXKt'AL BinXirET Jl^STIPICATIOX. — 

8 (1) In trENEILtL. — 111 tlio animal budget jns- 

9 tifieation submitted by the Oommission to {Congress, 

10 the C^ommission shall cxiirc-ssly identify anticipated 

11 ox]jcnditur('s necos.saiy for eomplotion of tbe re- 

12 quested actmties of the Oorami.ssiou anticipated to 

13 occur during the applicable fiscal year. 

14 (2) Restriction.— B udget authority granted 

15 to the Commission for purposes of the requested ac- 

16 tmties of the Commission shall be used, to the max- 

17 iinum extent practicable, solely foi- couducting re- 

18 quested acthitics of the Commission. 

19 (3) LraiTTATioN on oorpoiute support 

20 costs. — With rcs]ject to the annual budget justitlca- 

21 tion submitted to Coiigix’ss, corporate support costs, 

22 to the maximum extent jiraeticable, shall not exceed 

23 the Mlomng percentages of the total budget author- 

24 ity of the Commission requested in the annual budg- 
et justification: 


25 
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5 

6 
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8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 


22 

23 

24 

25 


S.,L.C. 

13 

(A) 30 percent for each of fiscal years 
2019 and 2020, 

(B) 29 percent for each of fiscal j^cars 
2021 and 2022. 

(C) 28 ]KTCcut for fiscal year 2023 and 
ciicli fiscal year thereafter. 

(b) Fees and Ciiai«4Es. — 

(1) Annual assessjient. — 

(A) In (iENERAi,. — Each fiscal year, the 
Oonnnissiou slurll asst'ss and collect fees and 
charges in accordance ndth paragraphs (2) and 
(3) in a inaiuier that ensures that, to the inax- 
innnn exfiait ]DraeticablG, the ainoinit eoOected 
is equal to an amount that api)i'oximates — 

(i) the total budget authority of the 
Commission for that fiscal year; less 

(ii) the budget authority of the Com- 
mission for the cietirities described in sub- 
paragraph (B). 

(B) Excluded Ati'rmTTBS dehctobed. — 
The aetirities referretl to in subpfiragrapli 
(A)(ii) are ttie follouang: 

(i) iin acthity not attributable to an 
existing NE,C licensee or class of licensee 
as identified by the Commission in Table 
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ai..c. 

14 

in of: tlie final rule of the Coraraissioii cn- 
titied “Re’idsioii of B'^ce Behedules; Pee Ee- 
eovery for Fiscal Yeai’ 2015” (80 Fed. 
Reg. 37432 {Jinie 30, 2015)). 

(ii) Amounts appropriated for a fiscal 
year to the (-oinmissioii — 

(I) from the Nuelcai- Waste Pimd 
e.st<iblislitxl under section 302(c) of 
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 
(42 II.S.C. 10222(e.)); 

(II) for implementation, of section 
3116 of the Ronald W. Reagau Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2005 (50 U.S.C. 2601 
note; Public Law 108-375); 

(III) for the hoinelancl .security 
actmties of the Commission (other 
tlian for the costs of fingerprinting 
and backgi-ouiid chocks required 
under section 149 of the Atomic En- 
ergy' Act of 1954 (42 II.S-C. 2169) 
and the cosfo of coudutdiiig security 
inspections); 

(IV) for the Inspector General 
seixiecs of the GommLssion pitmded 
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15 

1 

to the Dcfcnsc Nivdear .Facilities 

2 

Hafetj' Board; 

3 

(V) for rcseartdi and development 

4 

at imivei’^iitics in areas relevant to the 

5 

mission of the applicable university; 

6 

(\T[) for a imclcar seienec and eii- 

7 

ginoerino' grant program that v411 sup- 

8 

port multiyeai' projects that do not 

9 

align with programmatic missions but 

10 

are critical to nmintaining the dis- 

11. 

cii)Une of nndcar science and engi- 

12 

neering; and 

13 

(■\TI) for any other fee-iriief ac- 

14 

tirity described in the final rule of the 

15 

(lommissiou entitled “Revision of Fee 

16 

Schedules; Pec Rccoveiy for Fiscal 

17 

Ycai- 2015” (80 Fed. Reg. 37432 

18 

(June 30, 2015)). 

19 

(iii) Costs for aetirities related to the 

20 

development of regulatoiy hifrastincfcuro 

21 

tor aihrmeed nuclear reactor technologies, 

22 

mehiding aethitic.s reepired under section 

23 

7. 
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(C) Exceittox.— The cselusioii dcseribed 
ill siibpamgrapli (B){iii) shall cease to be effee- 
tivc on Janniu-y 1, 2030. 

(D) Report. — Mot later than December 
31, 2028, the (Commission shall submit to the 
(Committee on Appropnations and the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate and the Committee on Appropriations 
and the Committee on Energ>^ and (Commerce 
of the House of Rcjiresentativcs a report de- 
seribiiig the views of the (Commission on the 
eoutinued aiiiiropriateness and necessity of the 
funding' described in siibiiaragraph {B){iii). 

(2) PeR« for HRRTO'E or TIIIXO op yALUE.— 
In aeconlanee with .section 9701 of title 31, United 
States Code, tlie Commission shall charge fees to 
any person who receives a scivice or thing of value 
ft-om tlie (Commission to cover the costs to the Com- 
mis.sion of ]nm4ding the sennee or thing of value. 

(3) Akkeal pees. — 

(A) In (5BXER.‘VL.. — Sul:>ieet to subpara- 
graph (B) and except as prmdded in subpara- 
graph (D), the Commission may charge to any 
licensee or certificate holder of tlie Commission 
an annual fee. 


25 
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B.L.C. 

17 

(B) Cap on anni'al pbeh op obrtatn li- 

t'ENSBEH. — 

(i) In (iENEiur,. — The aimmil foe 
under siib|3ara<jrraph (A) eliarged to an op- 
erating reactor licensee, to tlie maximum 
extent praeticabtc, shall not exceed the an- 
nual tee amount per operating reactor li- 
misce established in the final mle of the 
Commission entitled “Rmisioii of Fee 
Schedules; Pec Reeovciy for Fiscal Year 
2015” (80 Pod. Reg. 37432 {Jxine 30, 
2015)), a.s may be adjusted ammally by 
the Commission to retleet changes in the 
(Consumer Price Index i3ublished by the 
Bureaxi of Labor Statistics of the Depart- 
ment of Labor. 

(ii) WAmsu. — The Commission may 
waive, tor a ])eriod of 1 year, the cap on 
annual fees described in clause (i) if the 
Commission submits to the Coiranittcc on 
Appro])riations ami the Coiuinittee on Eii- 
xii'omneiit and Public Works of tbe Senate 
and the Committee on Ai)propriations and 
tbe Committee on Energj’" and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives a 'WTitten 
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1 

(Itittmnination that tlie cap on annual fees 

2 

may eonxproinisc the safety and setairi^^ 

3 

mission of the (lonimission. 

4 

(C) xLMOUNT per LK’BXSBB. — 

5 

(i) Ix (JEXEIIAI^, — The Commission 

6 

shall establish by rule a schedule of fees 

7 

fairly and equitably allocating- the aggre- 

8 

gate amount of charges dcscxilKHl in sub- 

9 

paragraph (A) among- licensees and certifi- 

10 

cate lioklei-s. 

11 

(ii) RKtiUTUEMEXT. — schedule of 

12 

lees under clause (i) — 

13 

(I) to the maximum extent prac- 

14 

ticable, shall be based on the cost of 

15 

])roviding regulatoiy sendees; and 

16 

(II) may be based on the alloca- 

17 

tion of the resourees of the Commis- 

18 

sion among- licensees or certificate 

19 

holders or classes of licensees or cer- 

20 

tificate holders. 

21 

(D) Exbmptiox. — 

22 

(i) DePIXITIOX op RESBAEOir REAO- 

23 

TOR. — In this subparagraph, the tenu “re- 

24 

search reactor” means a nuclear reactor 

25 

that — 



23 


S-Lil 

19 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 


(I) is licensed by the Commission 
under section 104 c. of the Atomic 
Bnerp?' Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 
2134(c)) for operation at a thermal 
power level of not more than 10 
megawatts; and 

(ID it: licensed under subclausc 
(I) for operation at a thermal power 
level of more than 1 mc|?awatt, does 
not contain — 

(aa) a cb'eulatmg’ loop 
through the core in wiiich the li- 
censee conducts fuel esiieriniente; 
(bb) a liiiuid fuel loading; or 
(cc) an exijerimeuta! facility 
in the core in excess of 16 square 
inches in cross-section. 

(ii) EXEm^TioN.— Snbparap'apli (A) 
shall not apply to the holder of an.v license 
for a federally omied resem'ch reactor used 
primarily for e<lneational training and aea- 
dcinic rcsesux’h imrposes. 

(e) Pbbformax(;b and Eeportixu. — 
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20 

1 (1) In (iENBiiAJj. — The Commission shall de- 

2 velo]4 for the requested actMties of the Commis- 

3 si on — 

4 (A) p(!rformanee metrics; and 

5 (B) on each request, milestone schedules. 

6 (2) Delays in theuancb op final safety 

7 EYALILVTION. — The Executive Director tor Oper- 

8 ations of the Commission shall intonn the Commis- 

9 sion of a delay in issuance of the final safety evalua- 

10 tion for a retiuested aetmtj' of the Commission by 

11 the completion date requii-cd by the peiformauee 

12 metrics or milestone schedule under para^p'aph (1) 

13 by not later than 30 days after the completion date. 

14 (3) Delay's in lssfance of final safety 

15 evalfation exoeeoino iso DAYS. — If the final 

16 satoty evaluation for the requested aethity of the 

17 Coramission deseribed in paragraph (2) is not coin- 

18 pleted by the date tliat is 180 days after the eomple- 

19 tion date required by the porformance metrics or 

20 milestone schedule under paragraj)!! (1), the Com- 

21 mission shall submit to the appropriate eongre.s- 

22 sional committees a timely reiiort dc.scribing the 

23 delay, including a detailoil cx]Dlana.tion accounting 

24 for the delay and a plan for timely completion of the 
final .safety evaluation. 


25 
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1 (tl) Aix’Itrate Intoictng. — ^W itli respect to indices 

2 for fees an<i charg'es clcsevibcd in subsection {b)f2), the 

3 (Commission shall — 

4 (1) ensure appropriate mauagemeut reriew and 

5 eoiiciuTeiiee piaoi- to the issuanee of invoices; 

6 (2) develop and implement processes to audit 

7 invoices to ensure accuracy, transtJareney, and fair- 

8 ness; and 

9 (3) modify regulations to ensure Mr and appro- 

10 priate processes to proride licensees ami appliemits 

11 an oi)i)oiiuiiitv to efficiently dispute or otheimse 

12 seek rmiew and coiTcction of en-ors in invoices for 

13 fees and charges. 

14 (e) Report. — Not later than September 30, 2020, 

15 the Commission shall .submit to the Committee on Appro- 

16 priations and the Committee on Environment and Ihiblie 

17 Works of the Senate and the Committee on Appropria- 

18 tions and the Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 

19 House of Repre.scntatives a report describing the imple- 

20 mentation of this section, including any inipaete and ree- 

21 oimneiKlations for iinin-ovemeut. 

22 (f) EFFECTm-: Date. — ^T his section takes effect on 

23 October 1, 2018. 
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1 SEC. 7. ADVANCED NUCLEAR REACTOR PROGRAM, 

2 (a) Lrexsino op (^oMireRCiAi. Advanced Nii~ 

3 CLEAR Reactors.— 

4 (1) Staged licensing .—For the purpose of 

5 predictable, efficient, and timely reviews, not later 

6 than 2 years after tlio date of eiiaetment of this Act, 

7 the Commission shall dcAvlop and implement, within 

8 the existing i-egtilatorv framework, .strategics for— 

9 (A) establishing stages in the licensing 

10 ]3roeess tor commercial advanced imclear reae- 

11 tors; and 

12 (B) developing proccdni-es and ])roces.ses 

13 for — 

14 (i) using a licensing jn-oject plan; and 

15 (ii) optional use of a statement of li- 

16 censing feasibility. 

17 (2) Rlsk-inpormed licenhing. — Not later 

18 than 2 years after the date of cnactracnt of this Act, 

19 the Commission shall develop and inujlemciit, where 

20 appropriate, strategies for the incieased use of risk- 

21 inlormed, pei-formanee-bascd licensing evaluation 

22 toehuiciuos and guidance for commercial advanced 

23 nuclear reactors within existing rogulatoiy frame- 

24 work.s, including evaluation teclmkpies and guidance 
for the resolution of the following; 


25 
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S.L.C. 

23 

(A) Applicable policy issues identified dvir- 
iiig the course of review by the Coitunission of 
a commercial advanced nuclear reactor licensing 
a])plication. 

(B) Tlie issues described in BE(1Y-93-092 
mid SBCY-15-077, ineludiug — 

(i) licensing- basis event selection and 
evaluation; 

(ii) source terms; 

(iii) containment iierformance; and 

{iv) eraorgcncy preparedness. 

(3) Research axd test reactor ijcosxs- 
IXO.-— For the purpose of jiredietable, effieient, and 
timely reviews, not later than 2 yeare after the date 
of enaetnicut of this Act, the Commission shall de- 
velop and implement sti-atcgies -^vithin the existing- 
i‘cgulatory framework for licensing research and test 
reaetoi-s, mcluding the issuance of guidance. 

(4) TBCIIXOIAlUY-IXCLl^Smt REOrixATORY 
FRAMEWORK. — Not later than December 31, 2023, 
the Commission .shall complete a nilemaldiig to es- 
tablish a technology-inclusive, regulatory framework 
for optional use by commercial advanced nuelem' re- 
actor applicants for new reactor license applications. 


24 
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1 (5) TiiAIXING AND BXI’BRTISB. — soon as 

2 praetifable after tlio ilatc of eiiaetracut of this Art, 

3 the Commission shall provide for staff training or 

4 the hiring of ex]XTts, as nwessary — 

5 (A) to siipjiort the actmtics deseribed in 

6 ))aragi-aphs (1) tlu'ough (4); and 

7 (B) to sujjport preparations — 

8 (i) to conduct pre-aijplieatiou inter- 

9 actions; and 

10 (ii) to review cominercial advanced ira« 

1 1 clear reactor license aiiplicatioiis. 

12 (0) Authorizatiox of appropriations. — 

13 Then’ are authorized to be appvopriate<l to the Oom- 

14 niLssion to cany out this subsection such sums as 

15 are necessary. 

16 (b) Report to Establish Stales in the Com- 

17 MEROIAL AdVAXOEI) Ni'OI.EAR REALTOR IjTCEXSINO 

18 Prooeks. — 

19 (1) Report hbouired.— N ot later than 180 

20 days after the date of enactment of thi.s Act, the 

21 {\)nimission shall .submit to the appropriate eongres- 

22 sioiial eonmiittees a report for ex])editing and estab- 

23 lishing stages in the lieen.sing ])roeess for commercial 

24 advanced nuclear reactoi's that vill allow implemen- 

tation of the licensing pi-()fe,ss by not later than 2 


25 



29 


JACltifiU aL.(^. 

25 

1 veal’s after the date of cuaetineut of this Act (re- 

2 terred to in this subsection as the “report”). 

3 (2) COORIHXATIUX AXD STAKEHOLDER 

4 TXPUT.— Ill dcvolopilig- the rejiort, the Commission 

5 sliall seek input from the Sccretaiy of Energy', the 

6 mielear energy' indusfry, a diverse set of technology 

7 developers, and other public stakeholders. 

8 (3) ('osT Axn sdiEDtri.E BSi'ntATES. — Tlie re- 

9 port shall melude proposed co.st estimates, budgets, 

10 and timeframes for UTiplemcnting strategie.s to estab- 

11 li.sh stages in the licensing process tor commercial 

12 adi’anced nuclear reactor technologies. 

13 (4) Required BVALUATroxs.— Consistent noth 

14 the role of the Commi.ssion in protecting public 

15 health and safety and eommon defense and sceurit}’, 

1 6 the report shall evaluate — 

17 (ARi) the unique aspects of commercial 

18 advanced nuclear reactor licensing, inelndiug 

19 the nso of alternative coolants oi’ altoruative 

20 fuels, ()])cration at or near atnio.sphcric pres- 

21 sure, and the use of passive safety strategies; 

22 and 

23 (ii) for the purpose.? of predictable, effi- 

24 cient, and timely reviews, any associated legal, 


25 


regidatoiy', and policy issues the Commi.ssion 
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should axldrcss -with regard to the liecnsiiig' of 
eoramercia! advanced niielear reaetoi* tecdi- 
nologies; 

(B) o])tions for licensing* eoniracrcial ad- 
vanced mtelear reactors under the regulations 
of the Commission contained in title 10, Code 
of Federal Regulations (as in effect on the date 
of cnaetineiit of this Act), including — 

(i) the development and use under the 
regulatoiy framework of the Commission 
in effect on tlie date of enactment of this 
iU‘t of a licensing- project ])laii that could 
establish — 

(I) milestones that — 

(aa) con’esiM)nd to stages of 
a licensing process for the sjoe- 
eific situation of a commercial 
advanced nueleai’ reactor project; 
tind 

(bh) use knowledge of the 
ability of the Commission to re- 
view certain design aspects; and 

(II) guidelines defining the roles 
and responsibilities between the Com- 
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27 

mission and the applicant at the onset 

of the iiitei'action — 

(aa) to i>imidc the founda- 
tion for effective comiiuinieation 
and effccth^e project manage- 
ment; and 

(bb) to ensure efficient 
progi-ess; 

(ii) the use of topical reports, stand- 
ai*d design a])proval, and other appropriate 
mechanisms as tools to intro<luee stages 
into the commercial advanced nuclear reac- 
tor licensing process, including how the li- 
censing ])rojeet plan might structure the 
use. of those mechanisms; 

(iii) collaboration with stanclards-set- 
tiag organizations to identify sjxjcifie tceh- 
jiical areas for which new or xiixlated 
standards are needed and prowding assist- 
ance if a]3propriato to ensure the iiew' or 
ujidated standiutls are developed and final- 
ized in a. timely fashion; 

(iv) the incorporation of consensus- 
hased codes and standards de-^^-eloped under 
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S.L.C. 

28 

eUinse (iii) into the rcgnlatoiy frame- 
work — 

(I) to ]jrovi(le predictability for 
the regulatoiy processes of the Com- 
mission; and 

{ID to ensure timely completion 
of specific liceusiug' actions,' 

(v) the dcTcIopment of a pi-ocess for, 
and the use of, statements of licensing fea- 
sibility; and 

(vi) identification of auv policies and 
giiidance foi' staff that wH be needed to 
imijlcmcnt clauses (i) and (ii); 

(C) oi)tions for impiwdng the efficieney, 
timeliness, and cost-effeetiveness of lieonsing re- 
views of commcT'cial advanced micloai' reactors, 
iuchiding oj>portunitieH to niinimize the delays 
that may lesnlt from any necessaiy amendment 
or supplement to an a]3plicatiou; 

(D) options for improfrng the jiredictability 
of the coinincreial advanced nuclear reactor li- 
censing- process, including the evaluation of oj)- 
portunities to improve the process by which a) 3 - 
pheation rewcw milestones are established and 
met; and 
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1 (B) the extent to which Commission action 

2 or modifieatioii of is needed to implement 

3 any part of the report. 

4 (c) Report To Ixoreahb the Use op Rtsk-In- 

5 formed and Perpormancjb-Based Evaiajation TEcn- 

6 NIQCES ANF> RE<5lTr.AT0RY (tI'IDANI'E. — 

7 (1) Report REQUmED.— Not later than 180 

8 days after the date of enaetoKMit of this Act, the 

9 Commission shall submit to the a]3propriate coiigres- 

10 sioinii eominittoes a tvi)ort fbi‘ increasing’, where ap- 

1 1 propriate, the use of risk-infornied and ]3crformanec- 

12 based evalnation teclmiques and regidatoiy guidance 

13 in licensing commercial advaneed nuelear reactors 

14 within the existing leg^ilatory framework (referred to 

15 in this subsection as the “ie]mrt”). 

16 (2) Coordination and statvETIOEDbr 

17 TNPPT. — ^In developing the report, the Commission 

18 shall seek in]mt from the Secrctaty of Energy', the 

19 nuclear energy’’ industiy, technology flevelo])ei’S, and 

20 other public stakeholdcre, 

21 (3) (.lOST AND SCTIEDUT.E ESTIMATE, — The re- 

22 port shall include pi’Oixjsed cost estimates, Ijudgcts, 

23 and tiinefrauK's for im]>lementiug a strategy to in- 
ei-ease the use of risk-informed and jjcrfoiinanee- 


24 
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based evaluation teehiiiquos and regnlatoiy guklaiiee 
in liecnsiiig- eommci-c*ial aclvaneod nuclear reaxstors. 

(4) RbqttireI) !3VAr.i:ATi()NS. — Consistent -with 
the role of the Commission in protecting* public 
health and safety and common defense and security, 
tli(‘ re|)ort slmll evaluate — 

(A) the ability of tlm Commission to de- 
velop and implement, where fippropriatc, risk- 
informed and performance-based licensing c\’al- 
nation tcclmiques and guidance for coinmereial 
advanced nueleai’ ivactors xvithin existing regu- 
latoiy frameworks not later than 2 yeare after 
the date of enactment of this xk't, including 
|io1icics and guidance for the resolution of — 

(i) issues relating to — 

(I) licensing basis tweut selection 
and evaluation; 

(ID use of mochanistie soui’cc 
terms; 

(III) containment performance; 

and 

(W) cmerguney preparedness; 
and 

(ii) other i>oliey issues prcrfously ideii- 


25 


tified; and 
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1 (B) the extent to which Commission aetioii 

2 is needed to implement any part of the I'eport. 

3 (d) Report to Prepare tfie Rekearctt and Test 

4 REA<'TORLlt’BNSrN« PROCESS. — 

5 (1) Kep(jrt required. — Not later than 1 year 

6 after the date of eiuietiueut of this Act, the Connnis- 

7 .sioii shall submit to the aiJpropriate congressional 

8 eommittecs a re])ort for iiroi^aring the lieensing proc- 

9 CS.S for research and test rcaetors wtliiii the existing 

10 regailaton^ framework (referred to in this subsection 

11 as the “report”). 

12 (2) Coordination and sTAKEiifiDDER 

13 IXPU’]’.— In developing the report, the Commission 

14 sliall seek itipnt from the Secretary of Energy, the 

15 unclear energj’^ indiistn', a diverse set of technology’’ 

16 developers, and other public stakcliolders. 

17 (3) Co«t and kciiedttt.e ehtisiatbs. — T he re- 

18 poi’t shall include proixised c()st estimates, budgets, 

19 and timeframes for preparing the lieensing process 

20 for research and test ivactore. 

21 (4) Required evaluationh. — Consistent with 

22 the role of the Commission in ijrotceting public 

23 health and .safety and common defense and security, 

24 the report shall eiuhiate — 
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1 (A) the unique aspects of research and test 

2 reactor licensing and any associated legal, regu- 

3 latory, and i>olicy issues the Commission should 

4 addiess to prepare the licensing- ijroccss for re- 

5 search and test reactors; 

6 (B) the feasibility of developing- guidelines 

7 for advanced reactor demonstrations to support 

8 the retiew process for advanced reactors dc- 

9 sig-iis, including designs that use alternative 

10 coolants or alternative fuels, operate at or near 

11 atmos])horie pressure, and use passive safety 

12 strategies; and 

13 ((/) the extent to u’hieh (Commission action 

14 or modification of policy is needed to imiilement 

15 any part of the report. 

16 (e) Report to (Complete a RiTiiEMAroNQ to la- 

17 TABLiail A TEC’nNOI.OOY-rX(TAram5 REOt:i.,iVT<)RY 

18 Framework Ft)R Optional XJaE by Commercial Ad- 

19 YANCBD NitcLEAU REAOTOR TBCUXOLOOrES IN NEW Re- 

20 ACTOR License Ai^plications and to Enhance CiOm- 

21 MISHIOX ExI^ERTIBE BEIjtVTINO to iVoVANCBD NUCLEAR 

22 Reactor TEtqiNOLoorBa. — 

23 

24 


25 


(1) Report REQumED.— Not later than 30 
raonth-s after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
(Commission shall submit to the appropriate cougres- 
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1 sional comuiittces a repent { referred to in tliis siib- 

2 soetioii as the “report”) for — 

3 (A) eoraplctiug a ndemaking to establish a 

4 tceliuology-iucliisivc regrtlatory fVamewoi’k for 

5 optional nse by applicants in licensing coinnicr- 

6 cial advanced nuclear reactor technologies in 

7 new rcactoi- license apjjlications; and 

8 (B) ensuring that the Commission has adc- 

9 qiiate cxj)eitisc, modeling, and siinnlation capa- 

10 bilities, or access to those capabilities, to snp- 

11 port the evalnation of advajiccd i-cactor license 

12 applications. 

13 (2) Coordination and ktaivIsitoldbr 

14 input. — I n developing tiic report, the Commission 

15 .shall seek iujmt from the Seei'etary of Energy, the 

16 nnclear cnerg;^" industiy, a diverse set of teclniology 

17 developor.s, and other pnbhc stakeholders. 

18 (3) Cost and st.trBDiiLE estimate. — T he re- 

19 port .shall inehulo propo.scd cost estimates, budget.s, 

20 and timeframes for developing and implementing a 

21 teclmolog\'-indu.sive regnlatoiy fVamewoi-k for iicens- 

22 ing commercial ndvancctl nuclear reactor tech- 

23 noldgies, iiichnling- completion of a rulemaking. 

24 (4) Required evaijUATions.— C onsistent with 
the I'ole of the Commission in protecting public 


25 
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liealth and safety and common defense and security, 
the repoi't shall {n^aluate— 

(A) the ability of the Commission to com- 
plete a inlcnmlrinjj to establish a technology-in- 
clusive 1‘ogulatoiy framework for 11001181111? eom- 
nicreial advanced nuclear reactor teclmologies 
by December 31, 2023; 

(B) the extent to which additional legisla- 
tion, or Commission action or modification of 
policy, is needed to implement any part of the 
new regulatoty framework; 

(C) the need for additional Conimission cx- 
licrtise, modeling, and simulation capabilities, 
or access to those capabilities, to su])port the 
evaluation of licensing applications for commer- 
cial advanced iraelear reactors and rcscarcli and 
test reactoi's, including applications that use al- 
ternative coolants or alternative friels, operate 
at or near atmospheric pressure, and use pas- 
sive safety strategies; and 

ID) the budgets and timeframes for ac- 
esuiring or accessing the necessary cxiicrtise to 
support the cmluation of license applications 
for commercial ailvanced nuclear reactors and 
research and test mactors. 


25 
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1 SEC. 8. ADVANCED NUCUEAR ENERGY LICENSING COST- 

2 SHARE GRANT PROGRAM. 

3 (a) Estahlishmext. — ^T lio Seeretary of Enerav (i*e- 

4 ft’iTcd to ill this section as the “b^eeretaiy”) shall establish 

5 a gi-ant ]irogTam to be ImoiMi as the “Advaneecl Nuclear 

6 Energy {.’ost-Share (irraiit Program” (referred to in this 

7 section as the “prograrn”), under which the Beeretary 

8 shall make eost-shm-e grants to ajiijlicants for the purpose 

9 of fimding a portion of tlie Commission fees of the appli- 

10 cant for prc-applieation and a])p]ication re\icw actmties. 

11 (h) REyciiiEMBXT. — The Beeretary shall .seek out 

12 tc'chuology diversity in inaking grants under the program. 

13 (e) Coht-Bttatie iVMorxT. — The Seeretaiy shall de- 

14 termiue the eost-sharc amount for each grant. 

15 (d) Use op Piixds. — R ecipients of grants under the 

16 progi-am may use the grant funds to cover Corami.ssion 

17 fees, including those fc-es a.ssoeiated vath — 

18 (1) develo|)ing a licensing project plan; 

19 (2) obtaining a statement of licensing feasi- 

20 bility; 

21 (3) rei’it'W'ing topical rciiorts; and 

22 (4) other pre-application and application review 

23 actiiatios and interactions with the Commission. 

24 <e) AtmioRTZATiox op Appropuutioxh.-— T here 

25 are authorized to be ap]>ropriated to the Sccretai'y to cany 

26 out this section such sums as are neecs.saiy. 
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1 SEC.9,imANll}MEECOVERYBEPORT. 

2 Not later than 1 year after the date of ennetment 

3 of tMs jiet, the Commission shall submit to the appro- 

4 piiate cougi-essional eoimnittees a report regarding the 

5 safety and feasibility of extending the duration of iiraniiim 

6 leeoTery licenses from 10 to 20 years, including any |)otcn- 

7 tial benefits of the extension. 
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Senator Inhofe. Does any Senator seek recognition to talk about 
this? Then I will be asking for a motion. 

Senator Boxer. 

Senator Boxer. Yes. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman. I sup- 
port this amendment, appreciate the efforts of the bill’s sponsors to 
address some of the concerns in the introduced bill. 

This manager’s package removes a harmful provision in the in- 
troduced bill that would have removed a requirement for a manda- 
tory hearing prior to approving nuclear licenses or permits. In light 
of the Fukushima disaster, this is the wrong approach, and I am 
so pleased this provision was removed. 

The manager’s amendment also provides NRC with increased 
flexibility to adjust fees to meet its safety responsibilities. While 
these changes improve the introduced bill, I believe more needs to 
be done to ensure the bill does not place an increased burden on 
taxpayers and to make sure NRC has sufficient resources to meet 
its safety mandates. 

So I support this amendment and I will probably vote no on the 
bill in the hopes that we can work together as it moves to the floor. 

Senator Inhofe. All right. 

Senator Carper. Excuse me, excuse me. Let’s start on this side. 

Any comments on this manager’s amendment? 

Senator Crapo. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Inhofe. Senator Crapo. 

Senator Crapo. Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief. As one of the 
original co-sponsors of this bill, I want to thank all of our members 
on the Committee for working in a bipartisan way to move this for- 
ward, particularly yourself as the other Republican original co- 
sponsors, and Senators Booker and Whitehouse, and, frankly. Sen- 
ator Carper, who we worked with very closely on this as well, to 
try to move forward and find the right compromises to move this 
very critical legislation forward. 

I have a statement, but if I could just put my statement in the 
record. 

Senator Inhofe. Without objection. 

Senator Crapo. I commend all of us on the Committee for the 
good faith and the good work that we have done to move this legis- 
lation forward. 

Senator Inhofe. Senator Carper. 

Senator Carper. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. My thanks to you and 
particularly Senator Crapo for your good work on this effort. I was 
pleased to join as a co-sponsor of the manager’s amendment that 
we have just been discussing. 

If I could, I just want to take a minute. I have a concern with 
the language in the bill that takes away the requirement that the 
industry continue to fund the budget of the NRC by at least 90 per- 
cent. When we take that requirement away, the industry is not 
happy with that requirement. They haven’t been happy for a while, 
as you know. If we take that requirement away in order to fund 
the NRC, we are just going to have to fund it out of other appro- 
priations. So I do that with some trepidation. I am not going to 
offer the amendment, not going to call for a vote, but I think it is 
something that we need to think about: is this really what we want 
to do? 
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Senator Inhofe. I appreciate your discussing your amendment 
and appreciate more that you are withdrawing it. 

Senator Carper. Which do you appreciate the most? 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Inhofe. All right, anyone else on this side want to com- 
ment about this? 

Senator Boxer. Can I speak on Senator Carper’s point? 

Senator Inhofe. Well, let’s see if anyone else on your side wants 
to he heard. 

Senator Whitehouse. 

Senator Whitehouse. Thank you. Chairman. I just wanted to 
thank you and Senator Crapo and Senator Booker for the original 
work that moved us along. We had a very good hearing on the 
original bill. There was some concern expressed by the Union of 
Concerned Scientists about safety and transparency, and I just 
want to report that they have said that, “We do not believe the re- 
vised bill,” the manager’s amendment, “will have any major detri- 
mental impact on public safety and transparency. The bill authors 
have done well to balance their desire to reform the licensing proc- 
ess without subjugating the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to 
congressionally oppose mandates, allowing the NRC to retain the 
flexibility it needs to independently regulate in the public interest.” 

Reaching that point has been important for us and I appreciate 
the flexibility that everybody has seen to get here. I think we re- 
main open to bipartisan amendments that will allow this process 
to go forward. This isn’t the end of the process; it is an important 
stage in it. We look forward to working with all of our colleagues. 
But I do think this is a really important step forward, and that 
there are new technologies, including technologies that will allow 
us to turn what is now hugely costly and dangerous nuclear waste 
into potentially valuable nuclear fuel; and pursuing that is, I think, 
an important goal for our Country, and I thank again the Chair- 
man and the Ranking Member for their leadership in this process. 

Senator Inhofe. Thank you. 

Senator Gillibrand. 

Senator Gillibrand. I just want to thank Senator Booker and 
the other sponsors for taking one of my concerns into account by 
adding a comment period so that communities could have a chance 
to be heard on the placement of plants. It is very important to New 
York State specifically. 

There is another comment I have that we didn’t have time to in- 
clude, but I would like to have us consider it on the floor, which 
is to require new plants to have a robust evacuation plan; and not 
just one they do themselves, but one that can be certified by 
FEMA, or both. 

I say this because we have a nuclear facility that has 17 million 
people within 50 miles. So if Indian Point had any disaster of any 
kind, there is no possible way to evacuate 17 million people today. 
And I have been asking NRC to focus on a better plan to actually 
work on how many lives could we save in the instance of a disaster, 
and they have not given it to me. So I really think it is important. 

In rural areas, super easy. We have nuclear plants in areas in 
upState New York where you can evacuate everyone very quickly 
because it is a rural area with wide-ranging roads and very robust 
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systems to get people away from a disaster. But what we saw after 
Superstorm Sandy is a warning. What happened after Superstorm 
Sandy was the water levels rose within two feet of overcoming the 
nuclear plant. So if it had risen any further, it could have diluted 
the plant. And there was no way to evacuate because, because of 
the storm, power lines were knocked down and made most road 
systems inoperable. 

So even the 10 mile evacuation zone could not have been evacu- 
ated if there was a disaster due to Hurricane Sandy. And it is just 
a forewarning that when storms happen, all systems break down, 
and the road system was wiped out. 

So I urge this Committee and members on the floor to add an 
amendment to have a robust review when you are creating the 
plant, setting up the plant, what is your evacuation plan in the in- 
stance of a disaster. 

Senator Inhofe. First, Senator Booker. 

Senator Booker. I want to just echo some of the thanks, espe- 
cially Senator Crapo. I want to thank Senator Inhofe and Senator 
Whitehouse, as well, for a lot of the original work on this, as well 
as the team effort from a lot of folks who helped continually to im- 
prove this bill. 

This is what we really should be doing, not just working to- 
gether, but working together to innovate. Next generation nuclear 
is not the nightmarish realities that we see in a lot of the chal- 
lenges around the globe and here at home, and some of the difficul- 
ties that Senator Gillibrand is rightfully pointing out. If we are 
going to have and embrace a carbon-free future, or to decarbonize, 
nuclear is going to have to be a part of it if we are looking to do 
that very quickly. 

So I am very excited that we are showing pro-innovation efforts 
right here and right now, and I just, again, want to thank. This 
has been a great experience for me, to work in such bipartisan 
fashion to develop such a strong bill, so thank you very much. 

Senator Inhofe. Good. Thank you. 

Senator Boxer. 

Senator Boxer. Thanks. 

I am disappointed that we didn’t get to vote on Senator 
Gillibrand’s evacuation amendment, and also Senator Carper’s 
amendment. I just want to take a minute. The work on this bill 
was terrific. This bill has more work to be done. I stood at San 
Onofre Nuclear Power Plant that has been shut down, but it is not 
decommissioned yet. There is more than 5 million people within a 
few miles of this facility. I said to the sheriff, what happens in case 
of emergency, and she said just look at the road. And, of course, 
it is bumper-to-bumper because it is Southern California. Forget it. 
Forget it. And this bill doesn’t address that. 

This bill doesn’t address funding. Senator Carper is absolutely 
right. You take away the funding. And we know, from working on 
the chemical bill, how important it is. If we expect the NRC to its 
job, we expect them to be able to have the funding. This is a step 
back. While we take a beautiful step forward in terms of the fu- 
ture, because I agree we are looking for a carbon-free future, and 
I have always said if nuclear is safe, it is definitely part of the an- 
swer. But if you don’t have anything in there about evacuations. 
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if you take away the source of funding, where are they going to get 
the funding? We are just struggling over funding constantly. 

So that is why I do look forward to this bill coming to the floor. 
I do intend to be heard. I do intend to work with my colleagues to 
make this bill better. And if we can make it better, frankly, just 
in these two areas, I think it will fly through. 

I am hopeful that we can work more on this and I do so appre- 
ciate the bipartisan work that went into it. From where it started 
to where it is now is night and day, and I just want to make it that 
much better when we deal with the fees and we deal with the evac- 
uations, because it is very frightening. 

Also, last, I know Senator Gillibrand has a critical amendment, 
critical amendment dealing with safety at the plants, and I hope 
it passes, because if it passes it will give this bill many more legs. 
Thank you. 

Senator Inhofe. All right, others who want to be heard? 

Senator Carper. Mr. Chairman, just one last point, if I could. I 
am going to make a unanimous consent request. 

The reason why I didn’t ask for a vote on the amendment regard- 
ing the funding is because there are changes that I sought in the 
bill and we were able to work out. So in the spirit of compromise 
we didn’t push for the recorded vote on the 90 percent amendment. 

However, the congressional Research Service has provided us 
with an analysis of the language, and I would like to submit that 
document. This is with respect to funding. I would like to submit 
their documents for the record on this bill, please. 

Senator Inhofe. Without objection. 

[The referenced information follows:] 
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MEMORANDUM May 10, 2016 

To: Senator Sheldon Whitehouse 

Attention: Aaron Goldner 

From: Todd Garvey, Legislative Attorney, 7-0174 

Subject: Interpretation of § 6(a)(3) of S. 2795, the Nuclear Energy Innovation and 

Modernization Act 


This memorandum is provided in response to your request for an analysis of proposed language included 
within S. 2795, the Nuclear Energy Innovation and Modernization Act.* Specifically, you asked whether 
language in the bill providing that corporate support costs in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s 
(NRC) annual budget justification shdi not, “to the maximum extent practicable," exceed certain 
statutory caps, would act as an unconditional prohibition on a submission to Congress exceeding those 
caps.^ Traditional tools of statutory interpretation would appear to suggest that the provision in question 
should not be interpreted as strictly mandatory and, thus, would not categorically prohibit the NRC from 
submitting a budget Justification to Congress that includes corporate support costs that exceed the 
proposed caps. 

Section 6(a) of S. 2795 addresses the content of the NRC’s annual budget justification. The bill provides 
that: 


With respect to the annual budget justification submitted to Congress, corporate support costs, to 
the maximum extent practicable, shall not exceed the following percentages of the total budget 
authority of the Commission requested in the annual budget justification; 

(A) 30 percent for each of fiscal years 2019 and 2020. 

(B) 29 percent for each of fiscal years 2021 and 2022. 

(C) 28 percent for fiscal year 2023 and each fiscal year thereafter.^ 

Although the use of the term “shall" would appear to direct the NRC to comply with the established 
statutory caps on corporate support costs, that directive is explicitly modified by the phrase “to the 
maximum extent practicable."^ When interpreting statutory text, words or phrases that are not defined are 


*8.2795,114“’ Cong. (2016). 

* Id. at § 6(a)(3). 

^ Id. S. 2795 would define coiporate support costs as “expenditures for acquisitions, administrative services, financial 
man^ement, human resource management, information management, information technology, policy support, outreach, and 
training, as those cafogories are described and calcul^ed in Appaidix A of the Congressional Budget Justification for Fiscal Year 
2017 of the Commission.” /4. at § 4(6). 

Ud. at § 6(a)(3). 
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customarily given their ordinary meanings.^ In its ordinary usage, “to the maximum extent practicable” 
generally connotes an intention to provide the subject with a degree of flexibility and discretion in 
meeting an established goal or complying with a stated restriction * The phrase would also appear to 
generally represent a recognition that strict compliance with the requirement may not be feasible.' As 
such, a directive that may otherwise be viewed as compulsory is likely transformed into something less so 
when modified by the phrase “to the maximum extent practicable.”* A plain reading of § 6(a) would 
therefore support a conclusion that the NRC would not be categorically prohibited from submitting a 
budget Justification that includes corporate support costs in excess of the stated caps. Rather, the provision 
would appear to provide the NRC with some degree of flexibility in determining whether it is 
“practicable” to comply with the statutory limitation.^ 

Judicial precedent interpreting similar language appears to support this interpretation of § 6(a). In 
Biodiversity Legal Foundation v. Babbitt, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit held that a 
provision of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) providing that “to the maximum extent practicable” the 
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) “shall” reach a finding on a petition to add a species to the endangered 
or threatened species list within 90 days, did not require the agency to act within the established time 
frame." The court specifically “reject[ed] any suggestion that [the ESA] imposes a mandatory, 
nondiscretionary duty on the [FWS] to act on new petitions to list within 90 days.’"^ In interpreting the 
phrase “maximum extent practicable,” the court did hold, however, that the agency was required to 
“fulfill the statutory command to the extent that it is feasible or possible.”*^ The reasoning employed in 
Babbitt, if applied to § 6(a) of S. 2795, would appear to suggest that the proposed bill would not impose a 
“mandatory, nondiscretionary duty" on the NRC, but would rather require the NRC to comply with the 
established caps on requested funds for corporate support costs only to the extent that doing so would be 
“feasible or possible.’"'^ 


■'^FDiC V. Meyer, 510 U.S. 471. 476 (1994) (“In the absence of la statutory] definition, we construe a statutory term in 
accordance with its ordinary or natural meaning.”). 

See Biodiversity t^gal Found, v. Babbitt. 146 F.3d 1249, 1253 (lO'** Clr. 1998) (noting that “to the maximum extent 
practicable” does not impose a “nondiscretionary duty”). 

’ Black’s Law Dictionary 1191 (7"’ed. 1999) (defining practicable as “reasonably capable of being accomplished; feasible”). 

* Babbitt, 146 F.3d at 1253 (noting that including “maximum extent practicable” in a provision can provide “an exception to what 
would otherwise be a mandatory requirement”). 

S. 2795 does not clarify what degree of flexibility the NRC may have in determining whether meeting the proposed caps is 
“practicable ” nor does Ae bill address what type of concerns would be adequate to justify a finding of impracticability. 

Babbitt, 146F.3d 1249; P.A.M. News Corp. v. Butz, 5I4F.2d272, 278 (D.C. Cir. 1 975) (holding that a statutory provision 
was “not a mandatory requirement, but merely ui^es consultation with state agencies ’to the maximum extent practicable’”); 
Friends of Animals v. Ashe, 5 1 F. Supp. 3d 77, 80 (D.D.C. 2014) (“Unlike the 90-day deadline, which is binding on FWS only 
‘[t]o the maximum extent practicable,’ Ihe !2-month deadline is mandatory and inflexible.”) (internal citations omitted); Air 
Transport Ass’n of Am. v. Fed. Energy Office, 382 F. Supp. 437, 448 (D.D.C. 1974) (holding a goal that was directed to be 
achieved “to the maximum extent practicable” to be “not mandatory”). CRS was unable to identify a federal judicial decision in 
which a court interpreted a provision containing the phrase “to the maximum extent practicable” in a manner that did not provide 
the agency with some degree of flexibility. 

'' Babbitt, 146 F.3d at 1253-56, 
at 1253. 

Id. at 1254 (citing Fund for Animals v. Babbitt, 903 F. Supp. 96, 107 (D.D.C. 1995)). 

Id. It is possible that the interpretative doctrine of constitutional avoidance might be cited in support of an inteipretation of § 
6(a) Uiat would permit the NRC to exceed the established c^s on coiporate support costs in certain circumstances. Under this 
doctrine, “where an otherwise acceptable construction of a statute would raise serious constitutional problems, the Court w41I 
construe the statute to avoid such problems unless such consfruction is plainly contrary to the intent of Congress.” DeBartolo 
Corp. V. Fla. GuIfCoast Trades Council, 485 U.S. 568, 575 (1988) (quoting Hooper v. California, 155 U.S. 648,657 (1895)); see 
also CRS Report R43706, The Doctrine of Constitutional Avoidance: A Legal Overview, by Andrew Nolan. If § 6(a) were 
viewed as sfrictiy binding, the provision would set expre^ limitations cm what level of funding the NRC would be permitted to 
(continued...) 
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Finally, even if, in contrast to the above analysis, § 6(a) were viewed as strictly mandatory, the provision 
would not appear to be binding in its practical application. S. 2795 would establish no explicit penalty in 
the event that the NRC submits a request that exceeds the established caps on corporate support, nor 
would the bill establish any means of enforcing a violation of the provision. Indeed, it is left to 
Congress, through the appropriations process, to accept, modity, or reject the NRC budget request.’^ If, 
for example, the NRC were to submit a budget justification with corporate support costs that exceeded the 
limits proposed in § 6(a), nothing in S. 2795 would prevent Congress from choosing to appropriate funds 
to the NRC at that level. The ultimate decision of the amount to be appropriated to the NRC, and the 
percentage of the total budget authority that may be made up by corporate support costs would be retained 
by Congress. 


(...continued) 

request from Congress in its annual budget justification. The executive branch has generally taken the position that, under the 
Constitution’s Recommendation Clause, U.S. Const, art. fl, § 3, Congress cannot compel the President, or other executive 
branch officials, to submit legislative requests that the President does not find to be “necessary or expedient.” Common 
Legislative Encroachments of Executive Branch Constitutional Authority, 13 Op. O.L.C. 248, 256 (1989). Bui see Youngstown 
Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer. 343 U.S. 579, 632 (1952) (Douglas, J., concurring) (“The power to recommend legislation, granted 
to the President, serves only to emphasize that it is his fimction to recommend and that it is the function of the Congress to 
legislate.”) The application of the Recommendations Clause to an NRC budget justification is unclear for a number of reasons, 
including but not limited to, the i&sue of whether the constitutional provision would apply to a submission by an independent 
regulatory commission such as the NRC. For a discussion of the executive branch position on the Recommendations Clause see 
CRS Report RS22796, Medicare Trigger, by Patricia A. Davis, Todd Garvey, and Christopher M. Davis at 4-6. 

A member of the public who could show an adequate injury that occurred as a result of the NRC's failure to comply with the 
corporate support cost caps proposed under S. 2795 could conceivably bring a claim under the Administrative Procedure Act. 5 
U.S.C. § 702. However, a reviewing court may grant deference to the NRC’s determination of whether complying with the caps 
was practicable. See Babbitt. 146 F.3d at 1255. 

Congress is in no way bound by an agency budget request. See U.S, Const, art. 1, § 9, cl. 7 (providing that “No Money shall be 
drawn from the Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropriations made by Law...”); 31 U.S.C. §§ 1341, 1301(d) (ensuring 
adherence to congressional appropriations). 
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MEMORANDUM May 10, 2016 

To: Senator Sheldon Whitehouse 

Attention: Aaron Goldner 

From: Edward C. Liu, Legislative Attorney, x7-9166 

Subject; Analysis of Limitation on Budget Authority in Nuclear Energy innovation and 
Modernization Act, S. 2795 


This memorandum responds to your request for an analysis of a provision in S. 2795, the Nuclear Energy 
Innovation and Modernization Act, which places restrictions on budget authority granted to the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC). Specifically, Section 6(a)(2) of the bill states: 

Budget authority granted to dte [Nuclear Regulatory] Commission for purposes of the requested 
activities of the Commission shall be used solely for conducting requested activities of the 
Commission. 

By its terms, Section 6(a)(2) of S. 2795 applies to budget authority enacted “for purposes of the requested 
activities” of the NRC. The term “requested activities” is defined in Section 4(9) of S. 2795 as: 

(A) the processing of applications for — 

(i) design certifications or approvals; 

(ii) licenses; 

(iii) permits; 

(iv) license amendments; 

(v) license renewals; 

(vi) certificates of compliance; and 

(vii) power uprates; and 

(B) any other activity requested by a licensee or applicant. 

Because Section 6(a)(2) does not apply to all budget authority received by the NRC, it is necessary to first 
determine whether a particular appropriation is the kind of budget authority to which Section 6(a)(2) 
would apply before evaluating any impact of that provision. 

The NRC generally receives budget authority through annua! appropriations enacted by Congress.' As a 
result, the effect of this provision may depend upon the specific language with which such appropriations 


‘ AeeNRC, Contingency Plan for Periods of Lapsed Appropriations, NRC Management Directive 4.5 at 13 (Sept. 21, 2015), 
hltp://ww^.nrc.gov/docs/ML1523/MLl 5236A364.pdf (“Since its inception, NRC’s annual Salaries and Expenses appropriation 
has provided 'no-year’ lunds.’’). 
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are enacted. For example, the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2016 provided the following 
appropriation to NRC; 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for the Commission in carrying out the purptrses of the Energy 
Reorganization Act of 1974 and the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, $990,000,000, including official 
representation expenses not to exceed $25,000, to remain available until expended ... Provided 
further. That revenues from licen.sing fees, inspection services, and other services and collections 
estimated at $872,864,000 in fiscal year 2016 shall be retained and used for necessary salaries and 
expenses in this account, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, and shali remain available until 
expended: Provided further. That the sum herein appropriated shall be reduced by the amount of 
revenues received during fiscal year 2016 so as to result in a final fiscal year 2016 appropriation 
estimated at not more than $1 17,136,000 ..." 

Because this appropriation does not use the term “requested activities,” as that term is defined in S. 2795, 
it is unclear whether this appropriation, or one like it, would trigger the restrictions in Section 6(a)(2) of 
that bill,’ On one hand, this Salaries and Expenses appropriation would appear to cover many, if not all, of 
the expenses associated with “requested activities.” However, it is possible that this appropriation might 
also cover NRC activities which were unrelated to processing of applications or were otherwise not 
requested by a licensee or applicant. To the extent that is true, then it could be argued that this 
appropriation is not the type of budget authority covered by Section 6(a)(2), because it is not provided 
solely for the purposes of requested activities. In response to such an argument, it might be asserted that 
only that portion of the overall appropriation which is allocated to “requested activities” should be subject 
to Section 6(a)(2). However, that then requires determining the size of that portion, about which the text 
of the appropriation is silent. Such allocations may be determined by looking at material extraneous to the 
legislation, such as legislative history (including committee and conference reports) or budget 
submissions from the President or the agency.'' However, such materials do not generally carry the force 
of law,’ except where explicitly incorporated by reference into the statutory text.’ 

In contrast, if Congress were to appropriate funds to the NRC, with an amount or category of funds 
specifically provided for “requested activities,” budget authority provided for the purpose of these 
enumerated activities may only be used for conducting those same activities. In that case, it appears that 
this provision would be a restatement or affirmation of the general rule codified in 31 U.S.C. § 1301(a), 
which provides that “[ajppropriations shall be applied only to the objects for which the appropriations 
were made except as otherwise provided by law.” 


’ H.R. 2029, I14th Cong., at 179-80 (enacted as P.t,. 114-1 13. div. D, lit IV). 

’ The lack of a reference to “requested activities” in past spending legislation may be explained by the fact that it is a term which 
would originate in S. 2795. 

£.g.. Office OF Management .and Budget, Budget of the United States Government. Fiscal Year 2017. at 1323-4 

(Feb. 9, 2016), https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/Appendix; 

Lincoln v. Vigil, 508 U.S. 182, 192-193 (1993) (citing LTV Aerospace Corp., 55 Comp. Gen. 307, 319 (1975)). See also 
American Hospital Assn. v. NLRB, 499 U.S. 606, 616 (1991) (statements in committee reports do not have the force of law) and 
TVA V. Hill, 437 U.S. 153, 191 (1978) (“Expressions of committees dealing with requests for appropriations cannot be equated 
with statutes enacted by Congress”). Though such lan^age may not be legally binding, committee reports are far from 
inconsequential, as executive agencies “ignore such expresssions of intent at the peril of strained relations with the Congress." 
LTV Aerospace, 55 Comp. Gen. at 325. 

^ See, Government Accountability OFncE, Consolidated Appropriations Act. 2008 — Incorporation by Reference. B-316010 at 
5-7 (Feb. 25, 2008) (citing cases in which incorporation of non-legislative material by reference htcs been approved). 
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Senator Inhofe. Senator Markey. 

Senator Markey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. 

Mr. Chairman, at least month’s hearing I raised two concerns 
about the Nuclear Energy Innovation and Modernization Act. Spe- 
cifically, I was concerned that the hill’s repeal of the mandatory 
hearing for new construction and operating licenses would under- 
mine the public’s access to important safety information. I also 
stated my concern about the bill’s cap on the NEC’s collection of 
fees, which I felt could undermine the Commission’s safety and se- 
curity mission by reducing its access to needed resources. 

Over the last few weeks the co-sponsors of the bill worked closely 
with me to address both of these issues. The manager’s amendment 
to this bill removes the repeal of the mandatory hearing and it 
strengthens the NEC’s authority to waive the cap on fees if that 
cap may undermine safety or security. Together, the changes that 
were included to improve on the safety issues raised by the Union 
of Concerned Scientists resulted in proposed changes that have 
considerably improved this legislation. 

I want to thank Senators Inhofe and Crapo, Senators Booker, 
Whitehouse, Murkowski and Fischer for their willingness to work 
in a bipartisan manner to address those concerns. The bill’s au- 
thors balanced their desire to enable nuclear innovation by reform- 
ing the NEC’s licensing process with the public interest in nuclear 
safety. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Inhofe. Thank you. Senator Markey. Before you came 
in, you were acknowledged and praised for all of your bipartisan 
help on this bill. 

Does anyone seek recognition for the purpose of an amendment 
to the manager’s amendment? 

Senator Gillibrand. 

Senator Gillibrand. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My amendment 
addresses a very specific issue to this nuclear plant we have in 
New York State called Indian Point Nuclear Power Plant, in West- 
chester County, New York. It is 36 miles from Manhattan. And 
within 50 miles it has more than 17 million people. 

As some of you might know, there has been a series of safety 
issues at Indian Point spanning many years, but the most recent 
problem tops them all. Two months ago the owners of Indian Point 
reported to the Nuclear Eegulatory Commission that a number of 
bolts and plates in the Unit 2 reactor were degraded. 

These bolts are vital to the safety and operational function of the 
plant. The bolts hold together metal plates that direct cooling 
water as it flows through the reactor core. Degraded bolts could 
allow plates to gap or even separate, providing pathways for water 
to bypass the reactor core. If the cooling water leaks out, you can 
imagine what happens to the core. 

And we are not talking about a couple of bolts; we are talking 
about 227 bolts out of 832. That is 27 percent. This is the worst 
case of degradation ever found in a nuclear power plant. 

After this failure was reported to the NEC in March, we learned 
that the NEC never required this equipment to be sufficiently in- 
spected since the reactor began operating in the mid-1970’s. No 
part of a nuclear plant should go four decades without sufficient in- 
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spection, especially for this problem, which was well known by both 
the industry and the NRC. 

What else could be degraded within these reactors? Why did so 
many bolts degrade? Did the threads where the bolts were get 
stripped? Were the plates damaged from movement or friction as 
a result of the degraded bolts? 

We don’t know the answers to any of these questions yet. The so- 
called root cause analysis is still being performed and will take a 
few more months to be completed. In the meantime, the NRC is 
going to allow a restart of Unit 2 in June. 

Opponents of this amendment are going to say that we will set 
a precedent for the NRC handling the degraded bolts issue. My re- 
sponse to that argument is that is a vep^ good thing. The NRC 
should be taking this issue much more seriously. 

Therefore, on behalf of our 17 million constituents who live with- 
in range of the plant, I offer this amendment to force the NRC to 
finish the root cause analysis before allowing Unit 2 reactor to re- 
start. In addition, this amendment would require the NRC to move 
up the date for inspection for Unit 3 so that it is completed by the 
end of 2016. Until Unit 3 is also inspected, we have no way of 
knowing whether similar degradation is happening in that reactor. 
That is a gamble that I am not willing to take on behalf of so many 
millions of New Yorkers. 

So I ask my colleagues to support this amendment. 

And, Mr. Chairman, Senator Carper has suggested a voice vote 
for this, and I accept that. 

[The text of the amendment offered by Senator Gillibrand fol- 
lows:] 
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Amendment to S. 279S. Gillibtand #1 

16 MAY 17 AH POO 

Stimmary: 

Before approving the restart of Indian Point Genetating Unit 2, the Commission shall submit to 
Congress a report containing the root cause analysis outlining tire cause and the effects of the 
degraded baffle bolts on Indian Point Generating Unit 2, 

For Indian Point Unit 3 the Commission shall requite the licensee to inspect, by December 31, 2016, 
Indian Point Generating Unit 3 for any degradation of baffle-former bolts. 
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AMENDMENT NO. Caknidar No. 

Puipose: To impose recjuirements on the licensee for Indian 
Point (tenei'atinjj Units 2 and 3. 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES— H4th Cong., 2d Sess. 

S.2795 

To modernize! the npulation of nuelear enei'gy. 

Referred to the (A)mmittee on and 

ordered to he printed 

Ordc!red to lie on the table and to he printed 
iVMEXDMENT intended to he propo.sed hj' Mrs. (RLLIBItAND 
Viz: 

1 At the end, add the followinf>’; 

2 SEC. 10. INDIAN POINT. 

3 (a) I.N'DiA.N Point U.nit 2. — liefore approvinji' the re- 

4 start of Indian Point Generating' Unit 2, the Gommi.ssion 

5 shall submit to Congress a i-(!p()rt eontaining tlie root 

6 cause analysis outlining the e.au.s<! and the effects of tlie 

7 degraded baffle holts on Indian Point Generating Unit 2. 

8 (b) Indian Point Unit 3. — The Commi.ssion shall 

9 require the licensee to inspect, by December 31, 2016, In- 

10 diaii Point Gcmeratiiig Unit 3 for any (k'gradation of haf- 

1 1 tl(!-former bolts. 
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Senator Inhofe. All right. 

Let me just make a couple comments. I know the sincerity, the 
concern that you have. You have expressed that. And our staff has 
reached out to try to find an acceptable compromise with regard to 
the amendment, and I still want to do that. Senator Gillibrand has 
raised serious concerns and I want to find a serious solution that 
establishes accountability and transparency about the safety at In- 
dian Point. But that takes more time than a 24-hour amendment 
filing deadline allows. 

I have directed, and I know this is something that you want. 
Senator Gillibrand, my staff to request a bipartisan briefing from 
the NRC as soon as possible, I mean immediately, and I will be 
there, in order to gain a clear picture of what is being done and 
the extent of the issue with other plants. That is a necessary first 
step to understand how to craft a solution without causing unin- 
tended consequences. 

I don’t think we should set a precedent of substituting our judg- 
ment for the NEC’s when it comes to determining plant safety. So 
I would oppose that but work very closely with you and try to ac- 
commodate a solution. 

Senator Boxer. 

Senator Boxer. Mr. Chairman, I truly appreciate your interest 
in this and the fact that you are going to personally study it. I do 
want to say that this is not a 24-hour deal. The last time we had 
a hearing, we did right here. Senator Gillibrand brought it up to 
the NRC. I remember it like it was a yesterday, though it was 
quite a while ago. 

The bottom line is hundreds of degraded and cracked bolts were 
found. This isn’t some theory; this is a fact. They were found in re- 
actor vessels at the Indian Point Nuclear Power Plant in New 
York, and her amendment would ensure that the safety concerns 
raised by this discovery are fully addressed at Indian Point. I share 
her concern about the safety of this plant and believe similar 
plants have the same issue, and they may not know it. In fact, de- 
graded bolts were discovered at the Salem Nuclear Power Plant in 
New Jersey. 

So I am writing to the NRC today to ask the Commission to de- 
termine whether the issue identified at Indian Point and Salem 
could be a problem at other nuclear plants. Diablo Canyon in Cali- 
fornia has the same exact design, so it is important that NRC look 
at similar plants. So if it is New York and it is New Jersey with 
the same design as California, I think it may be more of a problem 
than we know. 

And I appreciate Senator Gillibrand’s leadership on the issue. I 
hear she is not going to ask for a recorded vote, but I would like 
to be noted in the record as having supported it, and I will share 
my letter that I write with everyone who is interested. But this is 
not an overnight 24-hour deal; this is a deep concern. I watched my 
colleague’s face as she talked. You are talking about millions of 
people, and here we sit. We can do something about it, but, oh, no, 
we are going to do a voice vote and it won’t go anywhere today. I 
think that is a mistake. 

In closing, let me say this. If nuclear power is going to take its 
place, it had better be safe. So when you find something that is not 
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safe, you are not helping the industry to turn away. You help the 
industry when we make every move to make nuclear power safe. 
People are not stupid. They look at Fukushima; they see what hap- 
pened. Some remember Three Mile Island and other disasters. 

So when we make it safe, we make it acceptable. When we walk 
away from safety and we take away the money that is used to 
make it safe, I think we are undermining what we are trying to 
do here, which is to get a carbon-free alternative. That is how 
strongly I feel about it. 

Senator Inhofe. Anyone want to be heard? Senator Sullivan? 

Senator Sullivan. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to mention a 
principle that I know that we try to focus on in this Committee. 
It is actually very important to me, given my State. On issues of 
very local concern, that the Committee here give the members a lot 
of leeway. 

So this seems to be a very local concern. And when I have raised 
local concerns about my State, I have asked in this Committee for 
my colleagues to give the Senator from the State leeway on the 
issue because you know more about it and maybe care more about 
it than any other members. Unfortunately, that hasn’t always hap- 
pened, at least with regard to some Alaska issues, because they 
seem to be nationalized. 

So I am sympathetic to this amendment because it is local. She 
knows more about it. Senator Gillibrand knows more about it than 
probably anyone else, and cares more about it than probably any- 
one else. 

But I am also understanding, Mr. Chairman, of your concern 
about setting a precedent that this Committee somehow substitutes 
its judgment for the NEC’s judgment on safety. There is no doubt 
that the experts are at the NEC, not here. 

So I am just wondering if there is any way that there could be 
language in this amendment that absolutely makes it clear that 
this is not a precedent, this is a one-time issue that addresses, that 
we are not going to get involved in overriding the NEC. But I am 
sympathetic to a colleague who is raising an issue of very local con- 
cern that she knows more about than anyone else, and I would wel- 
come that precedent on this Committee when issues that come up 
with regard to other States that are very important to the members 
here, that we get a little leeway on those kind of topics, because 
they certainly come up a lot with regard to my State, and we don’t 
always get that leeway. 

Senator Gillibrand. Mr. Chairman, just to clarify, all my 
amendment does it ask the NEC to look at it. So we are just saying 
this is something you must look at before you restart. So we are 
trying to give the ball to the NEC. The industry doesn’t want the 
oversight. It is the industry who says you can’t tell us what to do 
on safety. 

But the only oversight we have is the NEC, so I am specifically 
asking, NEC, please insert yourself here because I am so worried 
about it, and you haven’t looked at this in three decades. So I am 
asking the NEC to take some jurisdiction away from the industry, 
who doesn’t want anyone to look at their stuff. That is why I am 
trying to give it to them, not us. I just said please look at this be- 
cause I am so worried. 
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And I have no one else who is able to look at it; they are the only 
body that could go in and say we are not worried because it is 30 
percent degraded and 50 percent is the breaking point. I need them 
to say that. I need them to know that and say it is not worrying 
to us. I think 30 percent is really close to 50, so that scares the 
heck out of me. So I just want the NRC to take jurisdiction on this, 
so I am giving it to them. 

And it can be a one-time thing. We can put a statement in that 
this is not precedent-creating, if that is amenable. 

Senator Inhofe. OK. 

Senator Carper. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Inhofe. I just want to respond to Senator Sullivan. We 
are going to be sitting down with them, all collectively, to make 
sure we get something done on this. And, of course, then we have 
the floor. So I hear you and that is exactly what I think we are 
doing. 

Yes, Senator Carper. 

Senator Carper. Just very briefly. You have made a very gen- 
erous offer to Senator Gillibrand and I just urge her to accept that, 
and let’s just do a good quick deep dive, not like in a couple of 
months, but like right away. I am not sure how soon this bill is 
going to be on the floor, but it is imperative that whatever come 
out of that discussion, we be able to reflect that in the bill on the 
floor when it comes to the floor. 

There are two options here: one, we don’t vote on this or we vote 
it down or whatever, do what you are talking about doing and then 
say we are going to address it on the floor, or, two, I think follow 
Senator Sullivan’s advice, which I think is very good, and vote for 
it on a voice vote, then do what you are talking about doing. And 
the outcome, I think, will be the same. I think this will maybe im- 
part a greater sense of urgency to get some changes that I think 
need to be made, and I suspect you do too. 

Senator Inhofe. Yes. 

Did you want to seek recognition. Senator Booker? 

Senator booker. Yes, sir. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, I just want to say, again, I am excited about this bill 
because it is looking to the future, new innovation that doesn’t pose 
these kinds of threats that we are dealing with. But that said, if 
any one of us lived in the shadow of this nuclear plant and you had 
this kind of failure of the bolts, that large of a percentage, it really 
is frightening. 

I sat here as Senator Gillibrand questioned during that hearing, 
and you were receiving wholly unsatisfactory answers, and what 
disturbed me was a lack of urgency about this specific plant. If any 
of us lived in the shadow of that, we would want to know the root 
cause of this problem. 

And now I represent the same metropolitan area that Senator 
Gillibrand represents and, as you said, this is an isolated incident 
in terms of the dramatic number of bolts, but 18 bolts were found 
to be deficient in a New Jersey plant. So what she is asking for 
is what any of us, if we or our families lived in the shadow of that 
plant. We are not afraid of information. Let’s just have some more 
transparency about why you have such a large percentage of bolts 
at this one plant. 
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I don’t want it to take away from the forward-looking bill that 
we have to embrace future technology and innovation in the nu- 
clear area that is going to help us to be more carbon-free, that is 
going to help create plants that actually eat this kind of fuel, that 
do many of the opposite things we are afraid of But what Senator 
Gillibrand is asking for, demanding, has not received a satisfactory 
response, in my opinion, and that is why I support her amendment. 

Senator Inhofe. And I appreciate that. 

And thank you. Senator Carper, for your compliment. We are 
very sincere about wanting to get together on this, and I think we 
will. 

Before us we have the Gillibrand amendment. Is there a motion? 

Senator Sullivan. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Inhofe. Yes. 

Senator Sullivan. Just one other thought, and I don’t know if 
it is acceptable to Senator Gillibrand, but your commitment, as 
Senator Carper mentioned, to really get the NRC here, have them 
ask questions that satisfy her, and if they don’t do that, then I 
think a number of us would be amenable to voting for this amend- 
ment on the floor. 

Senator Inhofe. I agree with that. 

Senator Gillibrand. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Inhofe. Yes. 

Senator Gillibrand. So I did ask them. We had the NRC here 
and I asked them all the questions we would ask, and their an- 
swers were horrible. They basically said, it is not our concern; we 
don’t have a concern; industry standard is we have redundancy. 
But they couldn’t tell me what level of redundancy was safe. They 
couldn’t tell me that 30 percent was unsafe or safe. They didn’t 
have information. 

We told the NRC in advance, this is exactly what Kirsten is 
going to ask you about, so please be prepared with answers. We 
had to request answers for the record we have not received yet. So 
they are stonewalling. And, yes, we will have them in again, we 
will ask the same questions, and now they will have more notice 
to prepare the answers they should have prepared months ago. 

But their answer was we are not worried and we are not going 
to do this, it is not our job. And they are our only overseeing orga- 
nization. They are the only one who could tell a plant we are con- 
cerned about this, we want you to do a little more. And if they are 
unwilling to use that authority, when I am desperately asking 
them please use that authority, I feel they are not doing their jobs. 
They are avoiding authority, which is absurd. They are the only 
safety net we have. 

So we had the hearing, we had it, and I used my time to drill 
down and I got nothing. And Senator Boxer was here during that 
time, so she knows they were really nothing answers, side steps; 
we don’t know, we are not sure, we will get you that for the record. 
But they couldn’t tell me what level of failure is safe. They couldn’t 
tell me. 

So it is stressful because, again, we can pass this now into the 
base bill, we can say it is not precedent-setting, and then I will get 
my answer for Indian Point, or we could do it on the Senate floor. 
But when you do it on the Senate floor, you don’t have the level 



58 


of expertise that this Committee has. They are not going to have 
the benefit of this discussion. They are not going to have the ben- 
efit of hearing NEC’s answers, which I will circulate for you so you 
can satisfy yourself that they did not come prepared and did not 
give satisfactory answers. It is up to this Committee. 

But I appreciate what you said, Senator Sullivan, I just think it 
is a safety risk that I am so frightened about, and I just wish this 
Committee could help me protect those 17 million people from 
something that we don’t know whether it would happen or not. 

Senator Inhofe. Well, Senator Gillibrand, I anticipate we are 
going to have a big crowd that is going to make sure that history 
doesn’t repeat itself on this when we have our meeting with them, 
and hopefully we will have the same number of people here. And 
I will be there and make sure that we do. 

Senator Boxer. When are you doing that? 

Senator Inhofe. I stated as soon as possible, but I would say im- 
mediately. 

Senator Boxer. Good. 

Senator Inhofe. So we will do that. 

Let’s go ahead. You requested a voice vote. The Gillibrand 
amendment, is there a motion on the amendment? Second? 

Senator Boxer. Second. 

Senator Inhofe. All in favor say aye. 

[Chorus of ayes.] 

Senator Inhofe. Opposed, no. 

[Chorus of noes.] 

Senator Inhofe. The ayes do appear to have it. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Inhofe. I am going to call for a roll call. Clerk, call the 
roll. 

The Clerk: Mr. Barrasso. 

Senator Inhofe. Oh, wait a minute. Barrasso, no by proxy. 

The Clerk. Mr. Booker? 

Senator Booker. Yes. 

The Clerk. Mr. Boozman? 

Senator Inhofe. No by proxy. 

The Clerk. Mrs. Boxer? 

Senator Boxer. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mrs. Capito? 

Senator Capito. No. 

The Clerk. Mr. Cardin? 

Senator Boxer. Aye by proxy. 

The Clerk. Mr. Carper? 

Senator Carper. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Crapo? 

Senator Crapo. No. 

The Clerk. Mrs. Fischer? 

Senator Fischer. No. 

The Clerk. Mrs. Gillibrand? 

Senator Gillibrand. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Markey? 

Senator Markey. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Merkley? 

Senator Merkley. Aye. 
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The Clerk. Mr. Rounds? 

Senator Rounds. No. 

The Clerk. Mr. Sanders? 

Senator Boxer. Aye by proxy. 

The Clerk. Mr. Sessions? 

Senator Inhofe. No by proxy. 

The Clerk. Mr. Sullivan? 

Senator Sullivan. No. 

The Clerk. Mr. Vitter? 

Senator Inhofe. No by proxy. 

The Clerk. Mr. Whitehouse? 

Senator Whitehouse. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Wicker? 

Senator Wicker. No. 

The Clerk. Mr. Chairman, the yeas are 9 

Senator Inhofe. I need to vote. 

Senator Cardin: Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Inhofe. Yes. 

Senator Cardin: Can I be recorded aye in person? 

Senator Inhofe. Yes, of course. 

And you didn’t call my name. 

The Clerk. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Inhofe. No. 

Senator Boozman. Mr. Chairman, could you be recorded also as 
a no in person? 

Senator Inhofe. Live. A live no. Senator Boozman. 

The Clerk. Mr. Chairman, the yeas are 9, the nays are 11. 

Senator Inhofe. OK. 

Senator Sullivan. Mr. Chairman, may I just make a comment? 

Senator Inhofe. Let me finish with the vote here. 

Senator Sullivan. Oh, I am sorry. 

Senator Inhofe. The motion is not agreed to. 

Senator Sullivan. I know I started this conversation and I just 
want to say I certainly want to work with Senator Gillibrand on 
this, and if she is not satisfied after you — I am sure the NRC is 
watching this debate, and if they come back and they are not an- 
swering the questions to her satisfaction, I certainly would commit 
to voting yes on this amendment when it comes to the floor. And 
I just wanted to mention that. Hopefully we will get it resolved be- 
fore it comes up, but if it doesn’t come to the point where she is 
satisfied for her constituents, I certainly would be inclined to give 
her the leeway to vote yes on this amendment if and when it comes 
to the floor. 

Senator Inhofe. Thank you. Senator Sullivan. 

Other amendments to the manager’s amendment? 

Senator Crapo. Mr. Chairman, could I just also make a post- 
amendment comment here? 

Senator Inhofe. Of course. 

Senator Crapo. As I understand the issue, and I don’t profess to 
be the expert on it, one of the problems we have is that in order 
to do the work that the NRC would need to do on this reactor, as 
your amendment would require. Senator Gillibrand, the reactor 
needs to be shut down. And that is a very expensive process to en- 
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gage in, and my understanding is there is already a scheduled 
shutdown in March of next year. 

Senator Gillibrand. That is Unit 3. So Unit 2 is already shut 
down, they already shut it down, so it is about restarting it June 
1, I think. So we are just saying please investigate those baffle 
bolts before you restart, since it has already been shut down. 
Senator Crapo. On Unit 2. 

Senator Gillibrand. On Unit 2. 

Senator Crapo. So it’s already shut down. 

Senator Gillibrand. It is already shut down. 

Senator Inhofe. All right. 

Now, is there a motion to adopt the substitute manager’s amend- 
ment to S. 2795 and report S. 2795, as amended, favorably, to the 
Senate? Second? 

Senator Rounds. Second. 

Senator Inhofe. The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk. Mr. Barrasso? 

Senator Inhofe. Aye by proxy. 

The Clerk. Mr. Booker? 

Senator Booker. Yes. 

The Clerk. Mr. Boozman? 

Senator Boozman. Yes. 

The Clerk. Mrs. Boxer? 

Senator Boxer. No. 

The Clerk. Mrs. Capito? 

Senator Capito. Yes. 

The Clerk. Mr. Cardin? 

Senator Cardin. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Carper? 

Senator Carper. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Crapo? 

Senator Crapo. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mrs. Fischer? 

Senator Fischer. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mrs. Gillibrand? 

Senator Gillibrand. No. 

The Clerk. Mr. Markey? 

Senator Markey. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Merkley? 

Senator Merkley. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Rounds? 

Senator Rounds. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Sanders? 

Senator Boxer. No by proxy. 

The Clerk. Mr. Sessions? 

Senator Inhofe. Aye by proxy. 

The Clerk. Mr. Sullivan? 

Senator Sullivan. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Vitter? 

Senator Inhofe. Aye by proxy. 

The Clerk. Mr. Whitehouse? 

Senator Whitehouse. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Wicker? 

Senator Wicker. Aye. 
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The Clerk. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Inhofe. Aye. 

The Clerk. Mr. Chairman, the yeas are 17; the nays are 3. 

Senator Inhofe. And it is agreed to. 

If there is not objection, we are going to hit all the rest of them 
en bloc. There is no amendments. There is only one amendment 
filed, and that is mine, which is a technical amendment to the title 
on S. 2754. So I would move that amendment to S. 2754. Is there 
a second? 

Senator Rounds. Second. 

Senator Inhofe. Any objection? 

[No audible response.] 
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EDWKiOliS 


S.L.C. 


AMENDMENT NO. Calendar No. 

Purpose: To make teehiiieal elian^es. 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES— 114th Cong., 2d Sess. 

S.2754 

To desio-nate the Eed('ral bnildiii”’ and United Stat('s eonrt- 
hons(! located at 300 Paimin Street in S!n-evei)ort, Tjon- 
i.siaua, as the “Tom Sta<>-»' hVderal Building- and United 
States Courthm,is(^”. 

Refen-ed to the (knnmittc'c on and 

oi-dered to be printed 

Orderc'd to lie on tlu* tabk' and to lie pi'inted 
A.ME\1).ME\TS intended to lie propo.sed by Mr. IxiIOFE 
Viz: 


On page 1, lines 3 and 4, strike “FEDERAL BUILD- 
ING AND UNITED STATES COURTHOUSE” and insert 
“UNITED STATES COURT HOUSE” 

On page 2, lines 21 and 22, strike “Federal Build- 
ing and T'nited States Couithonse” and insert “United 
States Court House”. 


1 Oil page 3, lines 2 and 3, strike “Federal Building 

2 and United States (Courthouse” and insei't “United States 

3 ('‘oui't House”. 
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Senator Inhofe. It is agreed to. 

Does any member wish to speak on the remaining items? 

Senator Carper. Just one thing. I just want to thank you for tak- 
ing up the mantle that George Voinovich provided great leadership 
in diesel emission reduction. I thank Senator Boxer for her kind 
words. Everybody is a part of this bill. This is something we can 
be very, very proud of, and thank you all. 

Senator Inhofe. Thank you. Senator Carper. 

Others who want to be heard? Senator Markey. 

Senator Markey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. 

You and I, we don’t agree on climate change, but we do agree 
that we have to be committed to cleaning up old industrial con- 
taminated sites so that they can be reused, and I want to thank 
you for your leadership on this bill and in partnering with Senator 
Boxer and with Senator Rounds and Booker and Crapo on this im- 
portant piece of brownfields legislation. There are an estimated 15 
million acres of potentially contaminated land in America, and in 
places where long industrial histories like Massachusetts we have 
nearly a century’s worth of toxic materials that have accumulated 
in sites all across our Country. 

The BUILD Act is critical to cleaning up the decades of abuse 
our lands have experienced at the hands of corporate polluters. 
Cleaning up brownfield sites is a win-win for the Country, helping 
to create jobs and spur economic activity while revitalizing under- 
utilized and polluted lands. The brownfield grants authorized in 
the BUILD Act will give communities and businesses a chance to 
return economic stability to under-served and economically dis- 
advantaged neighborhoods through the assessment and cleanup of 
abandoned industrial and commercial properties, places where en- 
vironmental cleanups and new jobs are most needed. Many of those 
sites may also be good candidates for solar and wind and biomass 
energy production facilities. 

While we still have a long way to go toward cleaning up the dec- 
ades of abuse sustained by our Nation’s lands, I am proud to have 
partnered here with my colleagues on this Committee to ensure 
that these brownfield sites are no longer part of the problem, but 
will be part of a clean energy solution, and I hope that my col- 
leagues will all support this important bill today. 

Senator Inhofe. Thank you. Senator Markey. I want to say you 
mentioned brownfields. Of course, that is one of the things we are 
acting on right now, and there is no better model for it, I would 
invite everyone to come to Oklahoma City, maybe after the game 
tonight, and see the Bricktown in Oklahoma City that is exactly 
what we should be doing all over America, and we are going to be 
able to do more of that with this. 

Senator Whitehouse. 

Senator Whitehouse. Mr. Chairman, as a Rhode Island member 
on the Committee, I just wanted to put in a word of appreciation 
for the Senators Chafee, father and son, who championed this 
brownfield legislation for so many years. Of course, I will be glad 
to support it, but their work is entitled to some recognition. 

Senator Carper. Mr. Chairman, could I just ask to be added as 
a co-sponsor of S. 1479, the brownfields legislation? Thank you. 
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Senator Inhofe. Anyone else want to be heard? If not, is there 
a motion to report S. 2816, S. 1479, S. 921, S. 2754, as amended, 
and H.R. 3114, the GSA resolutions and the nomination of Jane 
Nishida, en bloc? Is there an objection? If not, is there a motion? 
Senator Carper. So move. 

Senator Inhofe. Is there a second? 

Senator Capito. Second. 

Senator Inhofe. All those in favor, say aye. 

[Chorus of ayes.] 

Senator Inhofe. Opposed, no. 

[No audible response.] 

Senator Inhofe. The ayes have it and they are adopted. 
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IUtm C()N(JRBSS 
2d Sehsiox 


S. 2816 


II 


To i'('iUithoriz(> 1lu> diesel emissions rednetioii profjram. 


IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES 

Ai'HII, 19, 201 e 

Mr. Carper (for himself, Mr. Ixiiofe, Mrs. Capito, and (Mrs. IIOXER) iiitro- 
(h.ie(‘<l the followini;- hill; wliieh was reatl twice and referred to the ('om- 
mittee on Eiiviroument and l’id)tic Works 


A BILL 

To reauthorize tlie diesel emissions reduction ]tro^rani. 


1 Be it enacted b// (he Benate and Home of Rep resent a- 

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 Tliis Act may be cited as the “Diesel Emissions Re- 

5 duetion Act of 2016”, 

6 SEC. 2. REAUTHORIZATION OF DIESEL EMISSIONS REDUC- 

7 TION PROGRAM. 

8 Section 797(a) of tlie Enero;\^ Policy Act of 2005 (42 

9 U.S.O. 16137(a)) is amended by striking' “2016” and in- 
10 serting “2021”. 


O 
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114™ (X)N(lliEHS 
1 st Session 


S. 1479 


11 


To airn'iid the (''()mi)n‘heii!siv(> EnviroiiiiieMtiil Responsi', Compensation, aiut 
Liability Aet of 1980 to modity provisions relatiii”' to grants, and for 
other i)urp()S(“s. 


IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES 

JrxE 2, 201,1 

ilr. Intiofe (for himself, Mr. Makkky, Mr. Ror.viis, i\Irs. IIoxek, ilr. 
C’uAi’O, and Mr. Booker) introdneed tlu* following bill; which was read 
twice and referred to th<! ('ommittci' on Environmimt and Public lYorks 


A BILL 

To amend the Uomprtdiensive Einiroiimental Resitonse, Oom- 
iiensation, and Liability Aet of 1 980 to modify provisions 
I'elating' to »rants, and for other imrposes. 

1 Be it enacted hij the Henate and House of Representa- 

2 tives of the IhiUed States of America in (huf/ress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the “Brownfields Utiliza- 

5 tion, Investment, and Local Development Act of 201.3” or 

6 the “BUILD Act”. 
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2 

1 SEC. 2. EXPANDED ELIGIBILITY FOR NONPROFIT ORGANI- 

2 ZATIONS. 

3 Section l()4(k)(l) of the Comprehensive Einiroii- 

4 ineiital Res])onse, Compensation, and Lialiility Act of 

5 1980 (42 U.S.(4 96()4(k)(l)) i.s amended— 

6 (1) in suhpai-agi‘a])li ((f), by striking' “or” after 

7 the semicolon; 

8 (2) in snbi)araf>raph (H), by strikin<»' tht' period 

9 at the end and inserting- a semicolon; and 

10 (3) by adding at the end the thllowing: 

1 1 “(I) an organization descrilied in section 

12 3()l(c)(3) of the Internal lievenne Code of 1986 

13 and exempt from taxation under section 501 (a) 

14 of that Code; 

15 “(J) a limited liability coiporation in Avliich 

16 all managing members are organizations de- 

17 scribed in snbi)aragTaph (I) or limited liability 

18 eoi'poration.s nhose sole memlKn-s are organiza- 

19 tions described in subparagraph (I); 

20 “(K) a limited partnership in which all 

21 general ])artn<Ts are organizations described in 

22 

23 


24 


subparagraph (I) or limited liability corpora- 
tions whose sole memb(‘rs are organizations di'- 
scribed in subparagraph (I); or 
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3 

1 “(1j) a (jualified coiniunnity developinent 

2 entity (as dofiiied in section 45D(e)(l) of the 

3 Internal Revenue Code of 198()).”. 

4 SEC. 3. MULTIPURPOSE BROWNFIELDS GRANTS. 

5 Section l()4(k) of the CoinpreliensiA'e Ermronmental 

6 Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 

7 TLS.C. 96{)4(k)) is amended — 

8 (1) by redesif«nating' ])aragTaphs (4) tliroiigii 

9 (9) and (10) thron^h (12) as ])ara»Taphs (5) 

10 through (10) and (13) through (15), respectively; 

11 (2) in paragraph (3)(A), by striking “snlijeet to 

12 paragraphs (4) and (5)” and inserting “subject to 

13 paragraphs (5) and (6)’’; and 

14 (3) In- inseiting after jmragraph (3) tlie fol- 

15 loving; 

16 “(4) Mi'i/ni’rKi’osic hkowxfields (tKA.vrs. — 

17 “(A) I.\ citXEUAL. — Subject to subpara- 

18 graph (])) and i)aragraphs (5) amt (6), the Ad- 

19 ministrator shall establish a program to proLde 

20 multipurpose grants to an eligible entity based 

21 on the considerations under paragraph (3)((i'). 

22 to eariy out inventoi'^-, characterization, assess- 

23 ment, planning, or remediation activities at 1 or 

24 more i)rownfield sites in a proposed area. 

“(B) Gkaxt A.MOrXTS. — 


25 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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22 

23 

24 


4 

“(i) Individual ouaxt amounts. — 
Eaeh §>rrant awarded under this paraoraph 
shall not exceed $950,000. 

“(ii) Cu.MULATIVR ORANT 

AMOUNTS. — The total amount of g'rants 
awai'ded for each fiscal year under this 
paragraph shall not exceed 15 jiei'i'eut of 
the funds made available for the fiscal y(‘ar 
to carry out this subsection. 

“(C^) Ckitkkia.— In awarding a grant 
undi'r this paragraph, the Administrator shall 
consider the extent to which an eligible entity is 
able— 

“(i) to prowde an overall plan for re- 
■vitalization of the 1 or more brownfield 
sites in the in’ 0 [iosed area in which the 
multipurpose grant uill be used; 

“(ii) to demonstrate a capadty to con- 
duct the range of eligible actiwties that 
will be funded liy the multipurpose grant; 
and 

“(iii) to demonstrate that a multipur- 
pos(' grant will meet the needs of the 1 or 
moi’c himmfield sites in tin' proposed area. 
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25 


“(D) Coxnrriox. — a eotulition of re- 
(‘(Mvin«- a gi’aiit under this paragraph, each eli- 
gibk' entity sliall expend the full amount of the 
grant not later than the date that is 3 year-s 
aft<‘r the date on wliieh the grant is awai'dc'd to 
the eligible entity unless the Administrator, in 
the disendion of the Administi'ator, provides an 
extension.”. 

SEC. 4. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN PUBLICLY OWNED 
BROWNFIELD SITES. 

Section 104(k)(2) of the (’onii)rehensive Emiron- 
mental Response, ('Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (42 TJ.S.t''. 9604{k)(2)) is amended by adding at tlie 
end the following: 

“(L) Exejiptio.x fou ceht.mx pfistjcly 
OWNED liKOWNFlELD HITES. — Notwithstanding 
any other j^rowsion of law, an ('ligibk* entity 
that is a governmental entity may I'ecei'w' a 
grant nndi'r this paragra])h for property ae- 
(piired by that govei'iimental entity i)rior to 
January 1 1, 2002, even if the governmental en- 
tity does not (pialify as a bona fide prospi'cth’e 
pnreliasei- (as that term is defined in section 
101(40)), so long as the eligible entity has not 
caused or contributed to a r(‘leas<' or threatimed 
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6 

1 release of a hazardous siibstaiiee at the pi-op- 

2 eriy,”. 

3 SEC. 5. INCREASED FUNDING FOR REMEDIATION GRANTS. 

4 Section l()4(k)(3){A)(ii) of the Compreiiensivt* Emi- 

5 ronniental Response, Compensation, and Liahility Act of 

6 1980 (42 C.S.C. 9«()4(k)(3)(A)(ii)) is amended hr strik- 

7 ing- “$200,000 for each site to he remediated” and iiisert- 

8 ing “$.300,000 for ea(‘h site to he remc'diated, wliieh limit 

9 may be waived by tin* Administrator, hnt not to exceed 

10 a total of $050,000 for each site, based on the anticij)ated 

11 level of contamination, size, oi- ownei'ship status of the 

12 site”. 

13 SEC. 6. ALLOWING ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS FOR GRANT 

14 RECIPIENTS. 

15 Paragraph (5) of section 104(k) of tlie Comprehen- 

16 sire Environmental Response, (''ompensation, and Lial)il- 

17 ity Act of 1980 (42 P.S.C. 9(i04(k)) (as redesignated by 

18 section 3(1)) is amended — 

19 (1) in snbparagraidi (B) — 

20 (A) in danse (i) — 

21 (i) by striking snbclanse (III); and 

22 (ii) by redesignating subclauses (IT) 

23 and (V) as subclauses (111) and (lY). re- 

24 spe(‘tively; 

25 (B) by striking clause (ii); 
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10 
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12 
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14 
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16 
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18 

19 

20 
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7 

(C) by redesignating danse (iii) as (daiise 
(ii); and 

(D) in danse (ii) (as nnlesignated by sub- 
paragi'apli (C)), by striking “Notwithstanding 
danse (i)(IV)” and inseiiing “Notwithstanding 
danse (i)(III)”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(E) Admixihtkative ('Osts. — 

“(i) Ix (iKXERAL.— An eligibk' entity 
may use nj) to 8 percent of the amounts 
made available under a grant or loan 
under this snbsection for' administi'ative 

(‘OStS. 

“(ii) Restkictiox. — For purposes of 
danse (i), the term ‘administrative costs’ 
does not indnde — 

“(I) investigation and identifica- 
tion of the extent of contamination; 

“(II) design and performance of 
a j-esponse action; or- 

“(III) monitoring of a natural re- 
sonree.”. 
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1 

2 
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10 

11 
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13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


SEC. 7. SMALL COMMUNITY TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
GRANTS. 

Paragraph (7)(A) of section l()4(k) of liie Com- 
prehensive Enviroiimeiital Resjioiise, (''ompeiisatiou, and 
Liability Act of 1980 (42 IT.S.C. 9604(k)) (as redesig- 
nated l)y section 3(1)) is amended — 

(1) by striking “The Administrator may pi'O- 
\ide,” and inserting; the following: 

“(i) Defixitioxs. — I n this subi)ara- 
gra])h: 

“(I) Disadvaxtaoed area. — 
The term ‘disadvantaged area’ means 
an area witli an animal median honse- 
hold income that is less than 80 per- 
cent of the State-ivide animal median 
household income, as determiiieil by 
th(' latest available decennial census. 

“(II) Small ('(wnirxrrv. — The 
term ‘small community’ means a com- 
nmnity with a po}iulation of not moie 
than 15,000 indiCduals, as deter- 
mined by the latest available decennial 
census. 

“(ii) EsTAr.TJSILMEXT OF FRO- 
(JRAM. — The Administrator shall establish 
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a i)ro«Taiii to piwick' grants that })r()- 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iii) Small ok disai)vaxta(;ed 

OOMMLXITY KECllMEXTS. — 

“(I) Ix OEXERAL. — Snl)jeet to 
subelause (11), in eatTying out the 
progi-aiii under ciaiisc' (ii), the Adinin- 
isti’ator shall use not more than 
$600, ()()() of tlie amonnts made avail- 
al)l(' to earry out tliis paragraph to 
])r(Aide grants to States that I'eeeive 
amonnts mider sc'ction 128(a) to as- 
sist small communities, Indian tribes, 
rural areas, or disadvantaged areas in 
achieving the purposes described in 
clause (ii). 

“(IT) LlAtlTATlox.— Each grant 
awarded under subelause (1) shall be 
not more than $7,600.”. 

SEC. 8. WATERFRONT BROWNFEELDS GRANTS. 

Section 104(k) of the Oomprehensive Eimronmental 
Response, Oompensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
IJ.S.L. 96()4(k)) is amended by inserting after paragra])h 
(10) (as redesignated liy section 0(1)) the following: 
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“(11) Waterfkoxt P.KOWXFIELI) sites. — 

“(A) Defixttiox op waterproxt 
BROWXP lKL!) SITE. — III this paragraph, the 
term ‘watc'ifront brownfield site’ means a 
brownfield site that is adjacent to a body of 
water oi' a fedei-ally designated floodplain. 

“(B) Reqptremexts. — In providing 
grants under this subsi'ction, the Administrator 
shall— 

“(i) take into consideration whether 
the bromifield site to be seiwed by the 
grant is a Avaterfront brownfield site; and 
“(ii) gwe considei'ation to waterfi'ont 
brownfield sites.”. 

SEC. 9. CLEAN ENERGY BROWNFIELDS GRANTS. 

Section 104(k) of the (’omprehensive Einironmental 
Response, ('Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.tk 9604(k)) (as amended by section 8) is amended 
by inserting after jiaragTaph (11) tlu* folloAving: 

“(12) (’’LEAX EXERGY I’RO.IECTS AT 
BROW.XPIELO SITES. — 

“(A) Defixttiox of (T.EAX exekoy 
PRO.TBOT. — In this paragraiih, the term ‘clean 
energy project’ means — 
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11 

“(i) a facility that <<‘c]ierates renew- 
al)le electricity' from wind, solar, or geo- 
thermal energy'; and 

“(ii) any' (>nergy ('ffic'itmcy' im])rove- 
inent ijroject at a facility, including com- 
bined heat and ])ower and district energy'. 
“(B) EsTAiuasii.MEXT. — The Adminis- 
trator sliall estahlisli a program to |)ro^'ide 
gi'ants — 

“(i) to eligible entities to carry out in- 
ventory, characterization, assessment, 
planning, teasibility' analysis, design, or r'('- 
mediation actmties to locate a clean en- 
('fgy pr()j(“ct at 1 or more bi'owiifield sites; 
and 

“(ii) to capitalize a revolving loan 
fund for the purposes (h'scribed in clause 

(i). 


19 “(B) MAXLAir.M AMorxT. — grant under 

20 this paragraph shall not exceed $500, ()()(),”. 

2 1 SEC. 10. TARGETED FUNDING FOR STATES. 


22 Paragraph (15) of section l()4(k) of the Coinprehen- 

23 sh'(‘ Eimronmental Response, (Comiiensation, and Liabil- 

24 ity Act of 1980 (42 U.8.C. 9604(k)) (as redesignated l)y 
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12 

1 section 3(1)) is amended by adding at tlie end the fol- 

2 lowing: 

3 “(C) Tak.(;f:tei) funding. — Of the 

4 amounts made auailable under subparagrapli 

5 (A) for a fiscal year, tlie Admini.strator may use 

6 not more than $2, ()()(), ()()() to pnmde grants to 

7 States foi- jiurposes authorized under scadion 

8 128(a), subject to the condition that each State 

9 that receives a grant under this subparagrajih 

10 sliall have usi'd at least 50 pc'rcent of the 

1 1 amounts made available to that State in tlu' 

12 previous fiscal year to carry out assessment and 

13 remediation activities under so'ction 128(a).”. 

1 4 SEC. 11. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

15 (a) Brownfields Revit.\lization Fi'nding. — 

16 Paragraph (luKA) of section 104(k) of the f'omprehen- 

17 sive Eimromnental Response, (.'ompensation, and Liabil- 

18 ity Act of 1980 (42 Il.S.th 9(i()4(k)) (as redesignated by 

19 section 3(1)) is amended by striking “200(j” and in.serting 

20 “2018”. 

21 (b) State Response Programs. — Section 

22 128(a)(3) of tlie ('lompi-eliensive Eimronmental Response, 

23 Compensation, and Liability' Act of 1980 (42 P.S.C. 
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13 

1 9()28(a)(3)) is amended by striking “2006” and inserting 

2 “2018”. 

O 
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lliTil C()N(JRESS 
1 st Skssiox 


S.921 


n 


To (lireet the' Secretary of tlie Interior to e.stal)lisli a noiii’ceulatory program 
to laiiid on and help coordinate funding for restoration and ))rot(*ction 
efforts of tli<“ 4-State I)«‘laware River Basin region, and for otlii'i- pur- 
poses. 


IN THE SENATE OE THE UNITED STATES 

Apkil 14, 201.') 

IMr. (’ARI’EH (foi' liiinself, i\[r. ('ooxs, Mr. Booker, Mr, JIexh.vdez, .Mr. 
(’asey, ilr. S<Hf.\iER, and i\Ii-s. Oiij.ii'.raxd) introduced the following 
hill; which was read twice and referred to the ('oiiiinittee on Envii'oinnent 
and Public 'Works 


A BILL 

To direct the Secrettiry of the Interior to establisli a non- 
regailatory program to build on and lielp coordinate fund- 
ing for restoration and protection efforts of tlit' 4-State 
Delaware River Ihisin region, tind for other imritoses. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repi-esenta- 

2 tives of the Un ited Stales oj' America in Uonyress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the “Delaware Rit'er Basin 

5 Consen'ation A('t of 201 5”. 

6 SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

7 (^ongress finds that — 
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2 

1 ( 1 ) the Delaware River Basin is a national 

2 treasui-e of great cultural, environmeiital, ecological, 

3 and economic importance; 

4 (2) the Basin contains ov(‘r 12,500 square miles 

5 of land in tlie Btates of Delaware, New Jersey, New 

6 York, and Pcmnsylvania, including nearly 800 s(iuare 

7 miles of l)ay and more than 2,000 tributary rivers 

8 and streams; 

9 (3) the Basin is home to more tlian 8,000,000 

10 people' who depend on the Delaware River and the 

11 Delaware Bay as an economic engine, a place of 

12 recreation, and a Dtal habitat for fish and wildlife;; 

13 (4) the Basin provides clean drinking water to 

14 more than 15,000,000 peoiJe, including New York 

15 City, which lelies on the Basin for' approximately 

16 half of the drinking water supply of the city, and 

17 Pliiladelphia, whose most significant threat to the 

18 drinking water- srririrly of the city is loss of foi'ests 

19 atrd other natui-al ('over in tlu* Pirper Basin, accord- 

20 irrg to a study coirducted by the Philad('lpliia Water 

2 1 Deirartmerrt; 

22 (5) the* Basin contributes $25,0()0,()0(),000 an- 

23 rrually in economic actiDty, proAides 

24 $21 ,000, 000, 000 in ecosTOtenr goods and ser\ices 

25 per year, arrd is directly or indirectly responsible for- 
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1 600,000 jobs mth $1(),0{)0,0()0,000 in annual 

2 waji'es; 

3 (6) almost, 180 species of fish and wildlife' ai'e 

4 eonsidei'ed spe'eial status species in the Basin due to 

5 habitat loss and degradation, partie'ularly sturgeon, 

6 eastern oyster, horseshoe crabs, and red knots, 

7 which liave been identified as uniciue species in need 

8 of habitat impi-overnent; 

9 (7) tlu' Basin jeiwldes habitat for orer 200 

10 resident and migrant fish specie's, includt's signifi- 

11 cant recreational fislu'th's, and is an important 

12 source of eastern oystc'r, blue crab, iuid the lai'gest 

13 population of the iVmeric'an horseshoe crab; 

14 (8) the annual dockside value of commercial 

15 eastern oyster fislieiy landings fm- the Delaware Es- 

16 tuary is nearly $4,000,000, making it the fourth 

17 most lucrative fisheiy in the Delaware River Basin 

18 watershed, and proven management strategies are 

19 available to increase oyster habitat, abundance, and 

20 ham'st; 

21 (9) the Delaware Bay has the second largest 

22 concentration of shorebirds in North America and is 

23 designated as one of the 4 most important shorebird 

24 migration sites in the world; 


■S 921 IS 



82 


4 

1 (lO) the Basin, 50 i)ei-(-ent of which is forested, 

2 also has over 700, 000 acres of wetland, more than 

3 126,000 acres of which are recognized as inter- 

4 rrationally important, resrrltirrg in a laiidscajx* that 

5 irro^tdes essential ec'osystein ser'rices, inclnding- 

6 recreation, coinmeteial, atrd water (prality berrefits; 

7 (11) rnnch of the rernairring exemplary natnr-al 

8 landscape in tire Basin is -nrltrerable to further’ deg- 

9 radation, as the Basin gairrs approxirrrately 10 

10 sriuar-e miles of developed land annnally, and -ttith 

1 1 new development, nrban watersheds are increasiirgly 

12 cover-ed by iniiieraions surfaces, amjrlitttng the (pian- 

13 tity of jroUnted rnnotf into i-hei’s and streams; 

14 (12) the Delawar-e River is the longest 

15 nndammed river east of the Mississippi; a critical 

16 component of the National Wild and Scenic Ri^'ers 

17 System itr the Nor’theast, with more than 400 miles 

18 designated; home to one of the most heavily visited 

19 National Park rrnits in the Prrited States, the Dela- 

20 war-e Water’ (lap Natioiral Recr-eatioir jM’ea; and the 

21 location of 6 National Wildlife Refnges; 

22 (18) th(' Delaware River snpirorts an iirter- 

23 rrationally r-eiromred cold water fishery in more than 

24 80 miles of its rrortlrerrr headwaters that attracts 

25 tens of thortsatrds of \isitors each year and generates 
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1 over $21 ,000, 000 in annual revenue tln-ongii tourism 

2 and reereationaJ actmties; 

3 (14) management of water’ volume in the Basin 

4 is eritieal to flood mitigation and habitat for fisli 

5 and vildlite, and folkmnng 3 major floods along the 

6 Delaware Rivei- since 2004, the (hn’ernors of tire 

7 States of Delaware, New Jersey, New York, and 

8 Pennsylvania hav(' called for natural flood damage 

9 reduction measures to combat the irroblem, induding 

10 restoi’ing the function of riparian (‘OT’ridors; 

11 (15) the Delaware River Port Complex (includ- 

12 ing docking facilities in the States of Delaware, New 

13 Jersey, and Tkmnsylvania) is one of the largest 

14 freshwater ports in the woi'ld, the Port of Philadel- 

15 phia handles the largest \’olume of international ton- 

16 nage and 70 percrmt of tlu* oil shi])i)ed to the East 

17 Coast, and the Port of Wilmington, a full-sen-ir’c 

18 deeiuvater irort and inai'ine tei’minal supporting 

19 more than 12,000 jobs, is the busiest terminal on 

20 the Delaware River, handling moi’c than 400 \’essels 

21 per year with an annual iinport/export cai-go tonnage 

22 of moi’e than 4,000,000 tons; 

23 (16) the Delaware Estuai’y, where freshwater 

24 from the Delaware River mixes with saltwater’ from 

25 the Atlantic Ocean, is one of the largest and most 
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1 eoniplex of the 28 estuaries in the National Estuary 

2 Program, and the Partnersliij) for the Delaware Es- 

3 tnary works to improve the enviroiiinental health of 

4 the Delaware Estuary; 

5 (17) the Delaware River Basin (''omniission is a 

6 PVderal-interstate coinpaet government agency 

7 charged witli ovei'seeiiig a unified approach to rnan- 

8 aging the rivm- system and implementing important 

9 water resources management projects and aetivitir's 

10 tlu'oughout the Basin that are in the national inter- 

1 1 est; 

12 (18) restoi'ation actiDties in the Basin are sup- 

13 ported through several F('(i(>ral and State agency 

14 programs, and funding for those' important pro- 

15 grams should continue and complement the estab- 

16 lishment of the Delaware' River- Basin Restoi-atiou 

17 Ih-ogram, ivliich is intended to build on and help co- 

18 ordinate restor-ation and protection fiinding inecha- 

19 nisms at the Fedei-al, State, regional, and local lei'- 

20 els; and 

21 (19) the existing and ongoing voluntary con- 

22 seivation ('fforts in the Delaware River Basin neci's- 

23 sitate improved efficiency and cost effectiveness, as 

24 well as increasr'd private-sector investments and co- 

25 ordination of lf('der-al and non-F'edei-al r-esources, 
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1 SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

2 In tliis A(*t: 

3 (1) Basin. — Tlie term “Bnsiii” means the 4- 

4 State Delaware Basin reg’ioii, ineluding’ all of Dela- 

5 ware Bay and portions of the States of Delaware, 

6 New J<>i'sey, New York, and Penn.sylvania located in 

7 the Delaware Iii^'er watershc'd. 

8 (2) Basin state. — T he term “Basin State” 

9 means each of the States of DelaAvarc', N(>w Jersey, 

10 New York, and Pennsylvania. 

11 (3) Dihectok. — T he term “Director” means 

12 the Director of the United States Pish and ^Yildlife 

13 SerUee. 

14 (4) POENDATION. — The term “Foundation” 

15 means tlie National Pish and Wildlife Poundation, a 

16 congressionally chartered foundation established by 

17 section 2 of the National Pish and Wildlife Pounda- 

18 tion Establislnnent Act (16 U.S.tf 3701). 

19 (5) Okant ekockam. — T lie term “grant pro- 

20 gram” means the voluntary Delaware Rh’cr Basin 

21 Restoration (Irant Program estalilished umk'i' sec- 

22 tion 5. 

23 (6) I’nocKAM. — The term “program” means 

24 the nonregulatOTy Dekware River Basin restoration 

25 pi'ogi'am established under section 4. 
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1 (7) RE8TOKATIOX AM) PROTEdlOX. — The 

2 term “restoi-ation and protection” means tlie eon- 

3 seiTation, stewai-dship, and enlianeement of liat)itat 

4 for fish and wildlife to preseire and improve eeo- 

5 systems and ecolog-ierd })rocesses on )vliieli they de- 

6 pend, and for use and enjoyment by the public. 

7 (8) Seoketary. — The term “Beeretary” means 

8 the Heeretary of the Interior, acting' through the Di- 

9 rector. 

10 (9) Sekvk’e. — T he term “Seniee” means the 

11 United States Pish and Wildlife Service. 

1 2 SEC. 4. PROGRAM ESTABLISHMENT. 

13 (a) EsTAtiLlsiiiiEXT. — Not later than 180 days after 

14 the date of enactment of this Act, tlu* Secretary shall es- 

15 talrlish a nonrc'giilatoiy program to be known as the 

16 “Delaware River Basin i-estoi-ation progi-am”. 

17 (b) Duties. — In cariMiig out the pi-ogi’am, the Sec- 

18 retai-y shall — 

19 (1) (li-aw on existing and new management 

20 plans for- the Ba.sin, or- portions of the Basin, and 

21 work in eon.snltation with ap|)licable management 

22 entities, including representatives of the Partnership 

23 for the Dt'laware Estuary, the Delawar-e River Basin 

24 (fommission, the Federal (lovernment, and other- 

25 State and local goverrrments, and r-egional and non- 
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1 profit orgtuiizations, as appropriate, to identify, 

2 prioritize, and iniplement i-estoration and protection 

3 activities Mitliin the Basin; 

4 (2) adopt a Basinwdde strategy tliat — 

5 (A) supports the im]>lenientati()n of a 

6 shared set of science-based restoration and pro- 

7 tcK'tion activities developed in accordance witli 

8 paragraph (1); 

9 (B) targets cost-effective projects with 

10 measurable results; and 

11 ((0 inaximiz(‘s consen’ation outcomes with 

12 no net gain of Federal full-time e(iuivalent em- 

13 ployees; and 

14 (3) establish the \'oluntary grant and technical 

15 assistance programs iit accoT-dance with section 5. 

16 (c) COOKDIXATIOX. — In establishing the ])rogram, 

17 tlie Secretary shall consult, as apirroiniate, with — 

18 (1) the heads of Federal agencies, including — 

19 (A) the Administrator of the Environ- 

20 mental Proh'ction Agency; 

21 (B) the Administrator of the National Oee- 

22 anic and Atmospheric Administration; 

23 (C) the Fliief of the Natural Resources 

24 (Conservation Service; 
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1 (D) the Chief of Engineers of tlie C()ri)s of 

2 Engineers; and 

3 (E) the head of any other' apirlieable agen- 

4 ey; 

5 (2) the (iovernors of the Basin States; 

6 (3) the Partnership for the Delawai'e Estnai-y; 

7 (4) the Delaware Rivei' Basin ('‘ommissioii; 

8 (5) fish and wildlife joint ventnre partnershiiis; 

9 and 

10 (6) other pnhlic agencies and organizations with 

11 authority for the jrlanning and implemc'ntation of 

12 conservation strategies in th(' Basin. 

13 (d) Pt'HPOSEs. — T he inn-poses of the program in- 

14 elude — 

15 (1) coordinating restoration and protection ac- 

16 ti^ities among Federal, State, local, and regional en- 

17 titles and (*onsemition pai'tmn'S throughout the 

18 Basin; 

19 (2) carrying out coordinated restoration and 

20 protection activities, and pi-oviding for technical as- 

21 sistanee tln-onghout the Basin and Basin States — 

22 (A) to sustain and enhance fish and A\ild- 

23 life liahitat restoration and protection actiCties; 

24 (B) to improve and maintain water (luality 

25 to support fish and wildlife, as wril as the habi- 
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11 

tats of fish and ^^dldlife, and drinking- water for 
])e()i)le; 

{(’) to s\istain and enlianee water manage- 
ment for A'olnine and flood damage iiiitigatiou 
improvements to benefit fish and vildlife habi- 
tat; 

(D) to imiirove opportunities for public ac- 
cess and recreation in the Basin consistent with 
the ecological needs of fish and wildlife habitat; 

(B) to facilitate strategic jilanning to maxi- 
mize the resilience of natural systems and habi- 
tats under changing watershed conditions; 

(P) to engage the piililic through outreach, 
education, and citizen involvement, to inw-ease 
ea])acity and siipjiort for coordinated restora- 
tion and iirotectioii activities in the Basin; 

((t) to increase scientific cajiacity to sup- 
port the jilaiining, monitoring, and research ae- 
thities nei'essary to carry out coordinated res- 
toration and protection activities; and 

(H) to pnnide technical assistance to cari-y 
out ri'storation and protection aidhities in the 
Basin. 
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1 SEC. 5. GRANTS AND ASSISTANCE. 

2 (a) Det.a\yahr TinT]R Basix Restokatiox (Iraxt 

3 PkoCiRAM. — T o the extent that ftiiids are availal)le to 

4 carry out this section, the Secretary shall establish a ^'ol- 

5 nntary <n-ant and technical a.ssi.stance projiram to be 

6 known as the “Delaware River Basin Restoration Brant 

7 Prooram” to j>i'o\'ide (*om]ietitive matching grants of vary- 

8 ing- anionnts to State and local governments, nonprofit ot-- 

9 ganizations, institutions of higher education, and other eli- 

10 gillie entities to (*arry out acthities described in section 

11 4(d), 

12 (b) Pritekia.— T he Seci-etaiy, in consultation vith 

13 the organizations described in section 4(c), shall develop 

14 criteria for the gi-ant program to help ensui'e that activi- 

15 ties funded undei' this section accomplish one or more of 

16 the purposes identific'd in section 4(d)(2) aiul aihruice the 

17 implementation of juiority actions oi- i,ieeds identified in 

18 the Basinwide strateg;s' adopted under section 4(b)(2). 

19 (e) Cost Siiakixo. — 

20 (1) Federal share. — The Federal share of 

21 the cost of a jiroject funded under the grant ])ro- 

22 gram shall not exceed 50 percent of the total cost 

23 of the activity, as determined by the Secretary. 

24 (2) Nox-federal share. — The uon-Federal 

25 share of the cost of a project tiuided under the grant 
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1 program iiuu’ be pnnided in cash or in the form of 

2 an in-kind eontribntion of sen-iees or matt'rials. 

3 (d) Ai):\ii\istkati()x. — 

4 (1) Ix CEXERAL. — The Secretary may <>iiter 

5 into an agrxH'inent to manage the grant i)rogTani 

6 with the National Fiah and Wildlife Fonndatioii or 

7 a similar organization that offers grant management 

8 senices. 

9 (2) Frxi)lX({. — If the Secretary enters into an 

10 agreement under lairagraph (1), the organization se- 

1 1 lected shall — 

12 (A) for ea(‘h fiscal year, receive mnounts to 

13 carry out this section in an advance payment of 

14 the entire amount on October 1, or as soon as 

15 practicable thereafter, of tliat fiscal year; 

16 (B) iiR'est and reinvest thos(' amounts for 

17 the benefit of the grant program; and 

18 ((■) other^vise administer the grant ])ro- 

19 gram to supijort i)artnerships between the ])ul)- 

20 lie and private sectors in accordance with this 

21 Act. 

22 (3) Kequihe:\iext.s. — I f tlie Secretary enters 

23 into an agrecmient mth the Foundation under para- 

24 graph (1), any amounts received by the Foundation 

25 uiuler this section shall be sidpect to the National 
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1 Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establish inent Act (16 

2 II.S.C. 3701 et seq.), excluding- section 10(a) of that 

3 Act (16 IT.S.C. 37()9(a)). 

4 SEC. 6. ANNUAL REPORTS. 

5 Not latei' than 180 days aftec tlie daft* of enactment 

6 of this Act and annually thereafter, the Secretary shall 

7 submit to (\)n<>'ress a rei)ort. on tlie inijtleinentation of this 

8 Act, iiK'huliug: a description of each project that has re- 

9 ceived fnndin"' under tins Act. 

1 0 SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

11 (a) Ix (rE.XEKAL. — There is authorized to be appro- 

12 priated to the Secretary to (‘any out this Act .$5,000,000 

13 for each of fiscal years 2016 through 2021. 

14 (b) Use. — Of any amount made available under tliis 

15 section for each fiscal year, the Heci-etary sliall use at least 

16 75 per(!ent to cariy out the grant program undei- section 

17 5 and to provide, or providi' for, h'clmical assistance under 

18 such program. 

O 
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n4TH CONGRESS ^ 

2i) Seksiox’ 

To (k’sii>'iiate tli(' Fixleral huilding iiiid IJjiited States eouitlioiisc' !ocat('(l 
at 300 Paimiii Stn>et in Shreveport,, Louisiana, as the “Tom Stagg 
Federal Building and United Slates Courthouse”. 



IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Ai'kio 6 , 201 () 

Nr. Caksidv (for liimself and Nr. Vittek) introdiieed the following bill; wliieli 
was i-ead t^viee and referred to the Committee on Environment and Piihlie 
Works 


A BILL 

To (lesignate the Federal building and Tluited States court- 
house located at 300 Fanuin Stn'td in Shreveport, Lou- 
isiana, as the “Tom Stagg Federal Building and United 
States (i*ourth()use”. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represenki- 

2 tives of the Tmited States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. TOM STAGG FEDERAL BUILDING AND UNITED 

4 STATES COURTHOUSE. 

5 (a) Fixdi.xgs,— Congress finds that: — 

6 (1) the Honorable Thomas Eaton Stagg, Jr., 

7 sert'ed as Judge of the United States District C^ourt 
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1 for the Western District of Louisiana fi'om 1974 

2 until his death in 2015; 

3 (2) Jud^-e Stag-g seized as Chief Judge of the 

4 Uuite<l States District Conit for the Western Dis- 

5 triet of Louisiana from 1984 through 1992; 

6 (3) Judge Stagg seiTcd as Senior Judge of the 

7 United States District (fourt foi' the Western Dis- 

8 trict of Louisiana from 1992 through 2015; 

9 (4) Judge Stagg exemi)lified all that is resi)ect- 

10 able and dignified in tlie judiciary and was a mentor 

11 and role mod(4 for all attorneys within and lieyond 

12 the Western District of Louisiana; and 

13 (5) the naming of the PVdcT'al luiilding and 

14 TJnitc'd States courthouse located at 300 Fannin 

15 Street in Shreveport, Louisiana, after -Judge Stagg 

16 would honor his name and the legacy he left to all 

17 citizens of the Western District of Louisiana. 

18 (b) DesKtXATIO.X. — T he Federal building and United 

19 States courthouse locah'd at 300 Fannin Street in Shreve- 

20 port, Louisiana, shall he known and designated as the 

21 “Tom Stagg Federal Ihiilding and United States Conrt- 

22 house’'. 

23 (c) Referex(’Es. — ^A ny reference in a law, mai), reg- 

24 Illation, document, pajier, or other record of the Uniti'd 

25 States to the P''ederal building and United States court- 
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1 house refert-ed to in snliseetion (h) shall be deemed to be 

2 a referent-e to the “Toni Stae-ji; Federal Bnildiiig' and 

3 United States Coiii'thouse”. 

O 
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n4Tit CONGRESS 
iKT Session 


H.R.3114 


III! 


IN THE SENATE OP THE PNITEI) STATES 

NoVEJIHEU 18, 'JOIT) 

R(‘ct!ive(l; read twie(' and ref'ont'd to the ('oiniiiith'e on Eii\-ironiiient and 
Poblie W>rks 


AN ACT 

To provide fniids to the Aniiy (’oi'iis of Engineers to hire 
veterans and ineinliers of the Armed Forces to assist 
the Corps vith enration and historic iireseivation acthi- 
ties, ami for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacled by the Senate and House of Bepresenta- 

2 fives of the United States of America in Uonyress assembled, 



97 


2 

1 SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

2 Congress finds the following: 

3 (1) The Corps of Engineers and other Federal 

4 agencies are nniuired to present and eatalogne arti- 

5 facts and other items of nationa] historical siguifi- 

6 cance that are nneovercd during the course of th('ir 

7 work (notably under part. 79 of title 36, Code' of 

8 Federal Regulations). 

9 (2) Fncatalogned artifacts within the care of 

10 Federal agencies are stoi-ed in hundreds of reposi- 

1 1 toi'ies and nmsenins across the Nation. 

12 (3) In October 2009, the (’’orps of Engineers, 

13 Center of Exi)erti.se for the Curation and Manage- 

14 ment of xCrchaeological ('’ollections, initiated the Y('t- 

15 erans’ (hiration Program to employ and train Iraq 

16 and iUghauistan veterans in archaeological proc- 

17 essing. 

18 (4) The \eterans’ Curation Program employs 

19 veterans ami members of the Ai-med Forces in the 

20 sorting, cleaning, and cataloguing of artifacts man- 

21 aged by the Corps of Engineers. 

22 (5) Employees of the V('terans’ Curation Pro- 

23 gram gain valuable work skills, including computer 

24 database management, reeonls management, photo- 

25 graphic and scanning teclmiciues, computer software 

26 proficiency, vocabulary' and writing skills, and intei-- 


HB 3114 RFS 



98 


3 

1 pei'sonal (.'omnmnieation skills, as well as knowledge 

2 and training in archaeology’ and histoiy. 

3 (6) Since 2009, a total of 241 veterans have 

4 particii)ated in the Veterans’ duration Program, in- 

5 chiding the cnrrent class of 38 participants. Of the 

6 203 graduates of the program, 87 percent have re- 

7 ceived permanent eiuploynnent in a field related to 

8 training received under the program or chosen to 

9 continue theii- education. 

10 (7) Experience in archaeological curation 

11 gained through the Wterans’ Oni-ation T’rogram is 

12 valuable training and ex])erience for the museutn, 

13 forensics, administrative, I'l'cords management, and 

14 other fields, 

15 (8) Wterans’ Onration Program participants 

16 may assist the Corps of Engineers in developing a 

17 more efficient and conijn-ehensive collections man- 

18 agement program ai,ul also may proOde the 'U'ork- 

19 force to meet the recoi'ds management needs at 

20 other agencies and deirartments, including the l)e- 

21 paitment of Veterans Affairs. 
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1 SEC. 2. TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT FOR VETERANS AND 

2 MEMBERS OF ARMED FORCES IN CURATION 

3 AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION. 

4 Using available fniids, the Secretary of the Army, 

5 acting throngh the Chief of Engineers, shall cai’ry out a 

6 Vet(‘rans’ Curation Program to hire veterans and mem- 

7 bers of the .Armed F’oives to assist the Secretary in cai- 

8 r\iiig out curation and historic j)resei’\'ation ac'tivities. 

Passed the House of Representatives November 17, 
2015, 

Attest: ICVREN L. ILA1.S, 

Clerk. 
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COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATFON 

PHILLIP BURTON FEDERAL BUILDING & U.S. COURTHOUSE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
PCA-0I54-SF16 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for repairs and alterations to 
reconfigure existing vacant space and upgrade building systems at the Phillip Burton Federal 
Building & U.S. Courthousee located at 450 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA, at a cost 
not to exceed $2,630,000 for design; $22,300,000 for construction; and a management and 
inspection cost of $2,340,000, for a total cost of $27,270,000, a description of which is attached 
hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 



101 


COMIVUTTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATION 

DENVER FEDERAL CENTER BUILDING 56 
LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 
PCO-0533-LAI6 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for repairs and alterations to 
upgrade building systems and undertake exterior repairs at the Denver Federal Center (DFC) 
Building 56 located at West 6"'' Avenue & Kipling Street in Lakewood, Colorado, at a cost not to 
exceed $613,000 for design; $5,022,000, for construction; and a management and inspection cost 
of $507,000, for a total cost of $6, 1 42,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by 
reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 
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COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATION 

ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF FEDERAL BUILDING AND IJ.S. COURTHOUSE ANNEX 
HARTFORD, CT 
PCT-0053-HA16 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for repairs and alterations to 
replace and upgrade multiple exterior building systems of the Annex portion of the Abraham A. 
Ribicoff Federal Building and U.S. Courthouse in Hartford, CT, at a cost not to exceed $765,000 
for design; $8,450,000 for construction; and a management and inspection cost of $755,000, for 
a total cost of $9,970,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by reference made part 
of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 
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COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 


ALTERATION 

JAMES L. WATSON U.S. COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
NEW YORK, NY 
PNY-C0282-NY16 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for repairs and alterations to 
upgrade the facade of the U.S. Court of International Trade at the James L. Watson Court of 
International Trade (CIT) building located in the 26 Federal Plaza Complex in New York, NY, at 
a cost not to exceed $569,000 for design; $3,682,000 for construction; and a management and 
inspection cost of $1,285,000, for a total cost of $5,536,000, a description of which is attached 
hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 



104 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATION 

POTTER STEWART U.S. COURTHOUSE 
CINCINNATI, OH 
POH-0028-CN16 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for repairs and alterations to 
modernize the elevator systems at the Potter Stewart U.S. Courthouse, located at 100 E. 5*'’ 
Street, Cincinnati, OH, at a cost not to exceed $735,000 for design; $6,723,000 for construction; 
and a management and inspection cost of $643,000, for a total cost of $8,101,000, a description 
of which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 



105 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 

ALTERATION 
9H FEDERAL BUILDING 
PORTLAND, OREGON 
POR-0033-PO16 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for repairs and alterations to 
upgrade the electrical system at the 91 1 federal Building located at 91 1 NE 1 1'*’ Avenue, 
Portland, Oregon, at a cost not to exceed $683,000 for design; $6,083,000 for construction; and a 
management and inspection cost of $673,000, for a total cost of $7,439,000, a description of 
which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 




106 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATION 

WALLACE F. BENNETT FEDERAL BUILDING 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
PUT-0032-SAI6 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for repairs and alterations to 
understake multiple system upgrades and to reconfigure and renovate existing space at the 
Wallace F. Bennett Federal Building located at 125 S. State St., Salt Lake City, UT, at a cost not 
to exceed $620,000 for design; $6,538,000 for construction; and a management and inspection 
cost of $600,000, for a total co.st of $7,758,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by 
reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 



107 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 


DESIGN 

ROBERT C. WEAVER FEDERAL BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 
PDS-020I6 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the design of a project to 
renovate the interior space and make related system upgrades to the Robert C. Weaver Federal 
Building in Washington, DC, at a design cost not to exceed $15,800,000, a description of which 
is attached hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 


108 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 


ACQUISITION 

AMERICAN RED CROSS BUILDING PURCHASE 
WASHINGTON, DC 
PDC-DCRC-WA16 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the acquisition of the 
American Red Cross Building located at 2025 E Street NW, Washington, DC, with General 
Services Administration appropriations for such acquisition not to exceed $ 1 60,000,000. a 
description of which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is 
approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 


109 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 

CONSTRUCTION 
NEW U.S COURTHOUSE ANNEX 
ALTERATION - JAMES M. ASHLEY AND 
THOMAS W.L. ASHLEY U.S. COURTHOUSE 
TOLEDO, OHIO 
POH-CTC-TOI6 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the design and construction of 
an annex of approximately 96,000 gross square feet, including approximately 20 inside parking 
spaces, and repair and alteration of the James M. Ashley and Thomas W.L. Ashley U.S. 
Courthouse at 1 7 1 6 Spielbusch Avenue in Toledo, Ohio, for a total of $97,784,000, a description 
of which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 



110 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 

CONSTRUCTION 
NEW U.S COURTHOUSE ANNEX 
ALTERATION - CHARLES R. JONAS COURTHOUSE 
CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLINA 
PNC-CTC-CHI6 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the design and construction of 
an annex of approximately 198,000 gross square feet, including approximately 83 parking 
spaces, and repair, along with alteration of the Charles R. Jonas Courthouse at 401 West Trade 
Street in Charlotte, North Carolina, for a total of $ 1 56, 1 60,000, a description of which is attached 
hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 



Ill 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 


CONSTRUCTION 
NEW U.S COURTHOUSE 
GREENVILLE, SOUTH CAROLINA 
PSC-CTC-GR16 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C, § 3307, a prospectus providing for the design and construction of 
a new U.S. Courthouse of approximately 193,000 gross square feet, including approximately 70 
inside parking spaces, in Greenville, South Carolina, for a total of $93,999,000, a description of 
which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 


112 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 

CONSTRUCTION 
NEW U.S COURTHOUSE 
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 
PTX-CTC-SA16 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the design and construction of 
a new U.S. Courthouse of approximately 305,000 gross square feet, including approximately 83 
inside parking spaces, in San Antonio, Texas, for a total of $ 1 30,58 1 ,000, a description of which 
is attached hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 


113 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATION 

CONSOLIDATION ACTIVITIES PROGRAM 
VARIOUS BUILDINGS 
PCA-OOOI-MU17 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the reconfiguration and 
renovation of space within government-owned and leased buildings during Fiscal Year 2017, at a 
total cost not to exceed $75,000,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by reference 
made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 


114 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 


ALTERATION 

ENERGY AND WATER RETROFIT AND COSERVATION MEASURES PROGRAM 
VARIOUS BUILDINGS 
PEW-000I-MUI7 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the implementation of energy 
and water retrofit and conservation measures, as well as high performance energy projects, 
within government-owned and leased buildings during Fiscal Year 2017, at a total cost not to 
exceed $ 1 0,000,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this 
resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 


115 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 


ALTERATION 

FIRE PROTECTION AND LIFE SAFETY PROGRAM 
VARIOUS BUILDINGS 
PFP-000I-MUI7 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for alterations to upgrade, 
replace, and improve fire protection systems and life safety features in government-owned 
buildings during Fiscal Year 2017, at a total cost not to exceed $20,000,000. a description of 
which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 



116 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATION 

JUDICIARY CAPITAL SECURITY PROGRAM 
VARIOUS BUILDINGS 
PJCS-OOOl-MUn 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for alterations to improve physical 
security in government-owned buildings occupied by the Judiciary and IJ.S, Marshals Service 
during Fiscal Year 2017 in lieu of future construction of new facilities, at a total cost not to 
exceed $26,700,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this 
resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX. 2016 



117 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATION 

MINTON-CAPEHART FEDERAL BUILDING 
INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 
PIN-0I33-INI7 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the structural and related 
system upgrades of the parking garage at the Minton-Capehart Federal Building, located at 575 
North Pennsylvania Street, Indianapolis, Indiana, at a cost not to exceed $ 1 ,099,000 for design; 
$8,807,000 for construction; and a management and inspection cost of $878,000, for a total cost 
of $10,784,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this 
resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 



118 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATION 

F. EDWARD HEBERT FEDERAL BUILDING 
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 
PLA-0034-NOI7 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the replacement of aging 
building systems and significant interior improvements at the F. Edward Hebert Federal Building 
located at 600 S. Maestri Place, New Orleans, Louisiana at a cost not to exceed $5,740,000 for 
design; $55,606,000 for construction; and a management and inspection cost of $5,262,000, for a 
total cost of $66,608,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by reference made part of 
this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 



119 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 

ALTERATION 

JOHN F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 
PMA-0I31-BNI7 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for replacement of the deficient 
roof, outdated chiller, and ventilation air duct systems and upgrade of the lighting controls 
systems at the John F. Kennedy Federal Building (JFK) located at 15 New Sudbury Street, 
Boston, Massachusetts, at a cost not to exceed $3,207,000 for design, $34,202,000 for 
construction, and a management and inspection cost of $2,864,000, for a total cost of 
$40,273,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this 
resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 



120 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 

ALTERATION 
985 MICHIGAN AVENUE 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 
PMI-0800-DEI7 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, an amended prospectus providing for additional design, 
construction and management and inspection at 985 Michigan Avenue, Detroit, Michigan, at a 
total cost not to exceed $14,617,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by reference 
made part of this resolution, is approved. This prospectus amends PM1-1951-DE15, which was 
previously approved by this Committee on April 28, 2015, 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 



121 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATION 

PATRICK V. McNamara federal building garage 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 
PMI-0I33-DE17 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the undertaking of critical 
structural and related system upgrades of the Patrick V. McNamara Federal Building parking 
garage, located at 477 Michigan Avenue, Detroit, Michigan, at a cost not to exceed $1,058,000 
for design; $8,822,000 for construction; and a management and inspection cost of $840,000, for 
a total cost of $1 0,720,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by reference made part 
of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 



122 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATION 

2306/2312 BANNISTER ROAD FEDERAL BUILDING 
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 
PMO-39/35-KC17 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for repairs and alterations for the 
modernization of select aging and deteriorating building systems and infrastructure at the 
2306/2312 Bannister Road Federal Building, Kansas City, Missouri, at a cost not to exceed 
$5,512,000 for design, $55,887,000 for construction, and a management and inspection cost of 
$5,135,000, for a total cost of $66,534,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by 
reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 



123 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 


ALTERATION 

CARL B. STOKES U.S. COURTHOUSE 
CLEVELAND, OHIO 
POH-0301-CLI7 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for repairs and alterations to 
complete, repair and expand the plaza system at the Car! B. Stokes U.S. Courthouse located at 
801 W. Superior Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio at a cost not to exceed $1,513,000 for design; 
$12,727,000 for construction; and a management and inspection cost of $1,284,000, for a total 
cost of $15,524,000, a de.scription of which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this 
resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 




124 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 

ALTERATION 
911 FEDERAL BUILDING 
PORTLAND, OREGON 
POR-0033-PO17 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for repairs and alterations to 
correct seismic and structural deficiencies and reconfigure and alter approximately 33,500 
rentable square feet (rsf) of vacant space at the 91 1 Federal Building located at 91 1 NE 1 1”’ 
Avenue, Portland, Oregon, at a cost not to exceed $1,800,000 for design; $19,200,000 for 
construction; and a management and inspection cost of $ 1 ,500,000, for a total cost of 
$22,500,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this 
resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 



125 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
ALTERATION 

WILLIAM J. GREEN, JR. FEDERAL BUILDING 
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 
PPA-0277-PHI7 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C, § 3307, a prospectus providing for Phase 11 of a two-phased repair 
and alteration project for the William ,1. Green, JR. Federal Building located at 600 Arch Street 
in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania at a cost not to exceed $48,450,000 for construction; and a 
management and inspection cost of $3,850,000, for a total cost of $52,300,000, a description of 
which is attached hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 



126 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 

ALTERATION 
AUSTIN FINANCE CENTER 
AUSTIN, TEXAS 
PTX-1618-AU17 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the repair and alteration to 
modernize the existing Austin Finance Center, located 1619 Woodward Street, Austin, Texas, at 
a cost not to exceed $2,535,000 for design; $17,863,000 for construction; and a management and 
inspection cost of $2,383,000, for a total cost of $22,781,000, a description of which is attached 
hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 



127 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
DESIGN 

JOSEPH P. ADDABBO FEDERAL BUILDING 
QUEENS, NEW YORK 
PDS-02017 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for design of a repair and 
alteration project for the Joseph P. Addabbo Federal Building at 155-10 Jamaica Avenue, 
Queens, New York at a cost not to exceed $8,500,000 for design, for a total cost of $8,500,000, a 
description of w'hich is attached hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is 
approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted; May XX, 2016 



128 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
CONSTRUCTION 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
CONSOLIDATION AT ST. ELIZABETHS 
WASHINGTON, DC 
PDC-0002-WA17 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C, § 3307, a prospectus providing for the ongoing development of 
the DHS consolidated headquarters at St. Elizabeth’s Campus by continuing design and full 
construction of a new federal headquarters for FEMA, rehabilitating buildings necessary to 
accommodate components of the Undersecretary of Management that are currently planned for 
the Center Building Complex (Holly and Creamery clusters), continuing design of phase 3 
construction to house Immigration and Customs Enforcement, ongoing historic preservation 
activities in support of landscaping and public outreach, and management and inspection funding 
for these activities, for a total of $266,604,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by- 
reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 



129 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
CONSTRUCTION 

FB I HEADQUARTERS CONSOLIDATION 
NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION 
PNCR-FBI-NCR17 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for the construction of a new 
federally owned facility to provide a fully consolidated Headquarters for the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI) in the National Capital Region (NCR) to bring together employees from the 
J. Edgar Hoover Building and 13 leased locations across the NCR into a new, modern and secure 
facility tailored to fully support FBI’s national security, intelligence and law enforcement 
missions, authorizing appropriations for the General Services Administration at an amount not to 
exceed $759,000,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by reference made part of 
this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that such appropriations are authorized only for a project that results in a fully- 
consolidated FBI Headquarters facility; 

Provided further, that the new FBI Headquarters Facility shall contain not greater than 2.1 
million rentable square feet; 

Provided further, that the number of parking spaces for privately owned vehicles shall be 
determined in accordance with parking ratios developed in coordination with the National 
Capital Planning Commission; and 

Provided further, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority 
granted by this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 




130 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
CONSTRUCTION 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSURANCE SERVICE BUILDING 
PEMBINA, NORTH DAKOTA 
PND-0S50-PE17 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C, § 3307, a prospectus providing for the acquisition of 
approximately eight acres of land, along with the design and construction of a new 6,685 gross 
square foot facility for the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service (APHIS) at the Pembina, North Dakota, U.S. Land Port of Entry 
(LPOE), at a cost not to exceed an estimated wetland mitigation cost of $580,000; estimated 
design cost of $305,000; estimated construction cost of $4,61 1,000; and a management and 
inspection cost of $253,000, for a total cost of $5,749,000, a description of which is attached 
hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 



131 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 

ACQUISITION AND DESIGN 
FEDERAL OFFICE BUILDING 
BOYERS, PENNSYLVANIA 
PPA-FBC-B017 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C, § 3307, a prospectus providing for site acquisition and design for 
the construction of 462,000 gross square feet of space to provide a long-term housing solution 
for the Office of Personnel Management, the Social Security Administration and the Department 
of Defense in the vicinity of Boyers, Pennsylvania at a cost not to exceed a site acquisition cost 
of $12,000,000; design cost of $1 1,562,000; and a management and inspection cost of 
$7,638,000, for a total cost of $3 1 ,200,000, a description of which is attached hereto and by 
reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 



132 


COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 

ACQUISITION 

IRS ANNEX BUILDING PURCHASE 
AUSTIN, TEXAS 
PTX-166S-AUI7 

RESOLVED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 

that pursuant to title 40 U.S.C. § 3307, a prospectus providing for acquisition of the Internal 
Revenue Service Annex Building, comprised of 144,101 rentable square feet of space and 179 
parking spaces located at 2021 Woodward Street in Austin, Texas at a cost not to exceed a 
building, site acquisition and total estimated project cost of $12,756,000, a description of which 
is attached hereto and by reference made part of this resolution, is approved. 

Provided, that the Administrator shall not delegate to any other agency the authority granted by 
this resolution. 


Chairman 


Ranking Member 


Adopted: May XX, 2016 
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FEB 1 2 2015 





Jane Toshiko Nishida, of Maryland, 
to be an Assistant Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, vice Michelle DePass, resigned. 
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NOMINATION REFERENCE AND REPORT 

PN187 


AS IN EXECUTIVE SESSION, 
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
February 12, 2015. 

Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works: 

Jane Toshiko Nishida, of Maryland, to be an Assistant Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, vice Michelle DePass, resigned. 


(Date) 


2015. 


Reported by Mr. Inhofe 


(Signature) 


with the recommendation that the nomination be confirmed. 


□ The nominee has agreed to respond to requests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Senate. 
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Now, without objection, the legislation and resolutions and nomi- 
nation are reported favorably to the Committee. Any Committee 
member wishing to have their vote registered in the negative for 
an item in that bloc, as long as it doesn’t affect the result of the 
vote, may do so. Simply notify our staff. 

I ask unanimous consent that the staff have authority to make 
technical and conforming changes to the measure approved today. 

With that, our meeting is at an end. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, at 10:25 a.m. the committee was adjourned.] 

o 



